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Inservice education has been the primary component in the teaching 
profession's commitment to maintaining competency among its members. Yet 
there seems to be no clear picture of what inservice education should be 
and how it can be most effective for improving teacher competency and 
ultimately pupil achievement. 
This study documents the efficacy of a specifically designed and 
implemented inservice program. It was based on certain assumptions about 
change. Change is a process rather than an event and institutions do not 
change without individuals first changing. For these individuals, change 
is a personal process. Change occurs in developmental growth as indi¬ 
viduals progress through stages of concern. 
The study describes the design and implementation of the inservice 
program modeling the teaching of writing as a process. The growth of 
four elementary school teachers is documented by means of case studies. 
Their growth in reflecting an understanding of writing as a process and 
growth in demonstrating the methods in teaching writing as a process was 
the basis for documentation. 
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Data were gathered throughout the study from observations and inter¬ 
views and by means of a Level of Concerns Questionnaire administered 
prior to inservice, immediately after the six-week inservice program and 
eleven months after inservice. 
The data showed that all teachers required the benefits of theory, 
modeling of behaviors and coaching for improvement in order to implement 
the innovation. No teacher was able to implement the innovation based 
upon the introductory workshop but needed support and help in the form 
of coaching and modeling in classrooms. 
Additional findings support the assumption that change is personal 
and that each person approached the program from a unique position. That 
change requiring developmental growth was seen throughout the study 
supporting the position that inservice education requires that a design 
be grounded in an individualized and personalized format. 
Further data support the premises that inservice programs that are 
conducted within classrooms can simultaneously benefit teachers and 
pupils alike. Within this paradigm, the progress of the teacher, the 
students and the organization are all enhanced. 
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CHAPTER I 
PROBLEM STATEMENT AND BACKGROUND 
Statement of the Problem 
In the last twenty-five years, education has received increased 
public attention. National studies have been conducted and articles and 
books written on the problems of this nation's public schools. In the 
1960s, attention centered on the accusation that Russia was further along 
in the space race because "Johnny" had not been taught science and math 
well enough. In the 1970s, attention rested on the accusation that 
"Johnny" could not read nor write, and in the 1980s, "Johnny" had strayed 
too far away from the "basics." Many reasons have been cited for the 
problems facing our public schools but teachers seem to take the brunt of 
them. The September 24, 1984, issue of Newsweek magazine displayed a 
teacher wearing a dunce hat on its cover advertising a feature article on 
"Why Teachers Fail." "In the wake of the discovery that Mr. Johnny can't 
teach," the writers stated, "a wide range of reform plans have emerged" 
(p. 66). 
These "wide range of reform plans" have been designed to weed out 
undeserving candidates or teachers." While there is little doubt that 
there are some teachers who need to be "weeded out," it must be recog¬ 
nized that teachers by their very nature are invested in learning. One 
of the greatest strengths of the teaching profession has been its his¬ 
torical commitment to the ongoing development of professional competency" 
(Friedman, Brinlee, Hayes, 1980, p. 7). 
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This commitment to professional competency is carried out in a num¬ 
ber of ways, through university courses, conferences, workshops and 
meetings, all of which are often called "staff development," "profes¬ 
sional growth," or "inservice education." Review of the literature 
reveals these terms are used interchangeably, first, with no clear under¬ 
standing of their meanings. 
For the purpose of this study, the term "inservice education" will 
be used when referring to any program designed to "widen and deepen 
teachers' knowledge, understanding and expertise (including skills, 
techniques and powers of judgement) in respect to their professional 
work, by means of activities designed primarily to attain this purpose" 
(Morant, 1981, p. 3). 
Teachers spend hundreds of hours in classes and meetings held after 
school, on weekends and during the summers. A tremendous amount of time 
and energy have gone into .these inservice programs, yet according to 
Mann (1978) only about 20% of the innovations presented in the inservice 
programs are ever successfully implemented into the classrooms. It might 
be reasonable then for the question to be asked, "Why isn't there carry¬ 
over from the inservice training to the classrooms?" 
Inservice education has traditionally been directed by university 
professionals and school administrators as a way to close the gap between 
what teachers learned as students and what they need to know about teach¬ 
ing students in a changing society. Yet there seems to be no clear pic¬ 
ture as to what inservice education should do or to whom. 
While university professors believe that teachers need to understand 
the theories of education, administrators want to focus on the fundamental 
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skills of teaching. Collaboration seldom happens. Instead, inservice 
education has "tended to focus on temporal fads of the moment rather than 
the basic problems of the classroom world" (Rubin, 1978, p. 5). Theory 
is often presented divorced from practical application. In some pro¬ 
grams, "make it, take it" workshops provide materials for teachers to 
use without offering the "whys" and "hows" of application. 
Many inservice programs held after school hours in the absence of 
children and actual classroom situations meet neither the needs of the 
teachers nor their students. "The assumption that teachers (and learners) 
will automatically transfer their learning to new settings is not, how¬ 
ever, strongly supported by research on training" (Joyce and Showers, 
1980, p. 163). What is important in contributing to implementation is 
the "provisions of materials and both coaching and psychological support" 
(p. 163). 
Teachers, rightfully so, have learned to be wary of innovations that 
require changes in their classrooms because when the innovations fail, 
they shoulder the blame. Teachers want to take charge of their own 
growth and development, so the way change is perceived by everyone 
involved in its process is essential if the changes made are to be effec¬ 
tive and lasting. 
One question, a question that researchers are now investigating not 
only in the field of education but in many other professions, is how 
change is conceptualized. Hersey and Blanchard (1982), in their book 
Management of Organizational Behavior, point out that "change by its very 
nature is frightening" (p. 113). 
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Sarason (1982) stated that if change is simply one superficial sub¬ 
stitution after another, imposed by an outside force, resistance and/or 
possibly hostility may be created. On the other hand, Rubin (1978) said, 
in his book In-Service Education for Teachers: Trends, Processes and 
Perscriptions, "... unless the teacher grasps (the innovations) as 
thoroughly as the minds that created them, and unless he can integrate 
them with everything else he knows about teaching and learning, they will 
be, in the last analysis, of limited good" (p. 8). Therefore, those per¬ 
sons involved with creating change within our schools need to help teach¬ 
ers construct new ideas from the teachers' existing ideas in a way that 
makes sense to them. 
Constructing new ideas might include designing or introducing a new 
program or improving upon an already established one. No matter which it 
is, the innovation (any program which requires a change in behavior of 
the individuals involved) needs to be appropriate to the situation for 
which it is intended. 
The problems facing inservice education are complex, but one ques¬ 
tion that continues to be asked is what McLaughlin (1978) called the 
"implementation problem." How can inservice education be set up so that 
teachers effectively implement what they have learned during an inservice 
program? This question serves as the basis of this particular study. 
Background of the Problem 
The investigation of this study was based upon the research conducted 
by Fuller (1969); Hall, George, and Rutherford (1979); and Joyce and 
Showers (1980). These researchers were interested in the effectiveness 
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of inservice education. Fuller (1969) and Hall, George, and Rutherford 
(1979) centered their research around certain assumptions about change 
and the concerns teachers have about an innovation, while Joyce and 
Showers (1980) attempted to identify the various kinds of training teach¬ 
ers needed to insure carryover from an inservice program to the classroom 
(sometimes called level of impact). 
Assumptions About Change 
Researchers (Hall, George, and Rutherford, 1979) at the Research and 
Development Center for Teacher Education at the University of Texas at 
Austin have conducted research involving change in schools and colleges 
for over twelve years. The following assumptions formed the conceptual 
basis for their Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM). 
Change, according to the CBAM, embodies four assumptions: 
1. Change is a personal experience. 
2. It is a developmental process. 
3. Individuals within an organization must change before 
the organization itself can. 
4. Change is a process. 
Stages of Concerns 
Frances Fuller (1969), a counseling psychologist, pursued in-depth 
studies about the concerns student teachers had about innovations they 
were expected to implement. Based on her group counseling sessions and 
in-depth interviews of student teachers, Fuller identified three phases 
of concern that preservice teachers experience: The earliest is concerns 
about the self. As these concerns are resolved, task-oriented concerns 
emerge. The third set of concerns have to do with the innovation's 
impact. 
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Self Concerns. "These students rarely had specific concerns 
related to teaching itself. The teaching-related concerns they did 
express were usually amorphous and vague: anticipation or apprehension. 
. . . This pre-teaching period seemed to be a period of non-concern with 
the specifics of teaching, or at least a period of relatively low 
involvement in teaching" (p. 219). 
2. Task Concerns. This phase consisted of covert concerns such as 
"How do I stand?" and overt concerns such as "How adequate am I?" The 
covert concerns had to do with teachers trying to decide how much support 
they would receive from their immediate supervisors and how they would be 
viewed professionally. Overt concerns centered around classroom manage¬ 
ment and control. 
3. Impact Concerns. Impact concerns indicated the teacher was con¬ 
cerned about the impact of his/her teaching upon the students. 
In the early 1970s, staff members of the Inter-Institutional Program 
of the Research and Development Center for Teacher Education developed 
the Concerns-Based Adoption Model derived from the above concerns identi¬ 
fied by Fuller (1969). Hall, George, and Rutherford (1979) defined the 
term "concern" as "The composite representation of the feelings, pre¬ 
occupation, thought, and consideration given to a particular issue or 
task" (p. 5). 
Through their investigations of research, seven developmental stages 
of concern about an innovation when a person was involved in a change 
process were identified. These stages of concern were: 
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Q AWARENESS: Little concern about or involvement with the 
innovation is indicated. 
1 INFORMATIONAL A general awareness of the innovation and 
interest in learning more detail about it is indicated. 
The person seems to be unworried about herself/himself in 
relation to the innovation. She/he is interested in sub¬ 
stantive aspects of the innovation in a selfless manner 
such as general characteristics, effects, and requirements 
for use. 
2 PERSONAL: Individual is uncertain about the demands of the 
innovation, her/his inadequacy to meet those demands, and 
her/his role with the innovation. This includes analysis 
of her/his role in relation to the reward structure of the 
organization, decision making, and consideration of poten¬ 
tial conflicts with existing structures or personal commit¬ 
ment. Financial or status implications of the program for 
self and colleagues may also be reflected. 
3 MANAGEMENT: Attention is focused on the processes and 
tasks of using the innovation and the best use of informa¬ 
tion and resources. Issues related to efficiency, organ¬ 
izing, managing, scheduling, and time demands are utmost. 
4 CONSEQUENCE: Attention focuses on impact of the innova- 
tion on students in her/his immediate sphere of influence. 
The focus is on relevance of the innovation for students, 
evaluation of student outcomes, including performance and 
competencies, and changes needed to increase student out¬ 
comes . 
5 COLLABORATION: The focus is on coordination and coopera¬ 
tion with others regarding use of the innovation. 
6 REFOCUSING: The focus is on exploration of more uni¬ 
versal benefits from the innovation, including the possi¬ 
bility of major changes or replacement with a more power¬ 
ful alternative. Individual has definite ideas about 
alternatives to the proposed or existing form of the 
innovation. (Hall, George, Rutherford, 1979, p. 7) 
There are several methods which can be used to assess a teacher's 
stages of concern. One procedure is the Stages of Concern Questionnaire 
(SoCQ). The analysis of this 35-item set of concerns statements provides 
a profile of an individual's concerns at a given time. 
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Joyce and Showers1 Inservice Criteria 
Joyce and Showers (1980) classified inservice programs into four 
levels of impact: awareness, acquisition of concepts or organized 
knowledge, learning principles and skills, and the ability to apply 
those principles and skills in problem-solving activities. Working with 
these categories, they analyzed the literature of over 200 inservice 
programs in order to identify the five criteria which produced the 
most effective results in transferring inservice learning to classroom 
implementation. They found the following criteria to be pertinent drawing 
the assumption that if any one of the following was omitted, the impact 
of the inservice program would be weakened. 
There is, however, limited research in which all five criteria are 
used during the inservice program. The bulk of the research centers on 
micro-teaching and mini-courses (Borg, 1975; Copeland, 1977). 
1) Presentation of theory is needed to raise the partici¬ 
pants' awareness of an innovation. 
2) Modeling and demonstrations with learners increase 
mastery of the theory. Joyce and Showers suggest this 
be done through films and other media. 
3) Practice under simulated conditions with peer or small 
groups of children will enable the teacher to try out 
the innovation. Practice provides a reflection of their 
teaching behaviors without the management of a whole 
class. 
4) Feedback can be structured or open-ended depending upon 
the needs of the participant. 
5) Coaching for application "is characterized by an observa- 
tion and feedback cycle'in an ongoing instructional . . . 
situation" (Joyce and Showers, 1981, p. 170). 
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to document the efficacy of a specif¬ 
ically designed and implemented inservice program based on the defined 
set of assumptions about change, developmental stages of concerns (Hall, 
George, Rutherford, 1979), and criteria for effective inservice programs 
in the transfer of knowledge and skills to the classroom (Joyce and 
Showers, 1980). 
The focus of the inservice program was the implementation of a new 
writing program. This program followed the assumptions many researchers 
of writing are presently making, that writing is a process involving a 
need to look at children's learning differently than traditionally done 
(Graves, 1983; Calkins, 1983). 
The effectiveness of the change brought about in this particular 
inservice program will be demonstrated by the changes made from the 
developmental growth of four teachers focusing on the changes in each 
teacher's individual concerns, stated understanding of the innovation, 
and performance in the classroom. 
Specifically, this study concentrated on the documentation 
of: 
1) teacher concerns about the innovation; 
2) teacher growth as reflected by her understanding of writ¬ 
ing as a process; 
3) teacher growth as indicated by her demonstrating the 
methods used in teaching writing as a process. 
Data collection for this study occurred four times: at the beginning 
of the inservice program, during the inservice program, at the conclusion 
10 
of the inservice, and once again eleven months after the program had been 
completed. Data were collected qualitatively in the form of interviews, 
observations, and field notes, and quantitatively by a questionnaire 
ascertaining the participants' concerns toward the innovation. 
Methodology 
The researcher decided to document changes stemming from the develop¬ 
mental growth of four individual teachers as a result of a specifically 
designed inservice program through a qualitative methodology approach 
written in the form of case studies. 
Qualitative research enables the researcher and the readers of 
research to know the subjects personally. It provides a way to see the 
subjects as they develop their own definitions of the world without judge¬ 
ment (Bogden and Biklen, 1982). It also attempts to answer the question, 
"What are the characteristics of a social phenomenon, the forms it 
assumes, the variation it displays?" (Lofland, 1971, p. 13). 
To guard against observer bias and subjectivity, this researcher 
used a triangulation approach, "a combination of methodologies in the 
study of the same phenomena or program" (Patton, 1980, p. 108). This 
allowed the researcher to check information obtained at different times 
and by different means. "No single method ever adequately solves the 
problem of rival casual factors," stated Denzin (1978). "Because each 
method reveals different aspects of empirical reality, multiple methods 
of observations must be employed" (p. 28). 
Quantitative methodology was employed by using the Stages of 
Concern Questionnaire developed by the Research and Development Center 
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for Teacher Education at the University of Texas at Austin (Hall, George, 
and Rutherford, 1979) to ascertain the concerns these teachers held 
toward the innovation before the inservice program began, at the end of 
the inservice and once again eleven months later. 
The main body of this research was conducted during a six-week 
inservice program in which the researcher also served as the inservice 
facilitator. The focus of the inservice program was to implement a new 
writing program. Once the school site was identified, four classroom 
teachers were chosen from those who volunteered to participate in this 
study. 
An inductive approach was used in which the researcher gathered data 
as the study progressed. The data were reviewed when they were collected 
but actual analysis was not constructed until the study had been com¬ 
pleted. "Researchers who use this approach are interested in ways dif¬ 
ferent people make sense out of their lives" (Bogden and Biklen, 1982, 
p. 29). All notes and taped sessions were done with permission from the 
teachers. The following format was used for data collection. 
1) Interviews. An interview was conducted with each of the four 
teachers three times throughout this study, before the inservice program 
began, immediately following the inservice, and again eleven months after 
the program had concluded. These interviews were tape recorded. 
Interviews, according to Borg (1981), "obtain more data and greater 
clarity and depth" (p. 86) than questionnaires can ascertain. Often 
information that might not be revealed under other circumstances is 
revealed in an interview. 
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The interview questions for this research were developed by the 
researcher and were specifically designed to obtain information about 
the teacher's knowledge of the writing process and its teaching proce¬ 
dures . 
2) Observations. Three observations were made of each teacher's 
classroom in which the researcher documented the methods the teacher used 
in teaching writing to her students. These observations were conducted 
at the beginning of the inservice program, the end, and after eleven 
months had passed. 
Through observations, a program can be experienced "as a phenomenon 
unto itself" (Patton, 1978, p. 124). They enable the researcher to col¬ 
lect direct data which will help the investigation enabling the investi¬ 
gator to understand "the context within which the program operates" 
(P- 124). 
3) Field Notes. The researcher worked in each classroom and met 
with each teacher approximately three times a week during the six-week 
inservice program. Tape recordings and notes provided a record of the 
inservice sessions and meetings. 
4) Questionnaires. The Stages of Concern Questionnaire (Hall, 
George, Rutherford, 1979) was administered before, immediately following, 
and eleven months after the inservice program was implemented. 
The analysis of data included interpretation of the Stages of 
Concern Questionnaire, establishing profiles of the changes in each 
teacher's concerns throughout this study. The researcher developed evi¬ 
dence from the other data collected which was compared with the findings 
of the SoCQ. Verbal statements about changes in her understanding of 
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writing as a process were analyzed for congruency with her demonstrated 
ability to use the methods in her classroom. 
Delimitations of the Study 
It was not the intention of this researcher to make value judgements 
about any or all of the four teachers in this study nor was there any 
intention to make comparisons between them. Such an attempt would not be 
applicable to an investigation of change when change is viewed as a sign 
of developmental growth and a personal experience. 
Neither was this study intended to be an evaluation of the 
researcher as the inservice facilitator. There is a definite need for 
such studies but it would be inappropriate for this particular proj¬ 
ect. 
This particular study was not intended to solve the "implementation 
problem" of inservice education. Further investigation involving a 
larger number of participants and diverse population would be advisa¬ 
ble. 
Limitations of the Study 
The researcher was not only the sole collector of data, she was also 
the inservice facilitator; therefore, the reader must recognize the possi¬ 
bility of researcher bias. To guard against this bias, an outside person 
reviewed the data. Areas of disagreement with the researcher's analysis 
were discussed and reassessed. 
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Significance of the Study 
The participating teachers in this study were not only involved in 
their own developmental growth, they planned the direction of their 
learning and redesigned their curriculum with the help and support of 
the researcher. From these new insights, this study may serve as a basis 
for reviewing individual and staff needs for future inservice programs 
and curriculum development. 
Application of the skills learned during an inservice program is 
often not easily accomplished. An indepth study of how four teachers 
responded to this model of inservice can provide insights for other 
facilitators and planners of inservice. 
This particular inservice model tested the efficacy of the Joyce 
and Showers (1980) research investigating the effectiveness of inservice 
programs. 
Conclusions derived from this study will hopefully serve as a means 
of supporting teachers in their efforts to grow and change. This study 
may generate further questions for forthcoming researchers, providing 
new directions of research, opening new areas of investigation as well 
as challenging old assumptions. 
Summary of Chapters 
Chapter I: Problem Statement and Background. This chapter first 
presented a statement of the problem followed by the background for this 
study which identified the assumptions on which this research project 
was based. The purpose of this particular study was stated as well as 
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the methodology used in gathering and analyzing the collected data. 
Delimitations, limitations, and the significance for this type of study 
were also presented. 
Chapter II: Review of the Literature. A review of the literature 
on inservice education includes four studies conducted to identify cri¬ 
teria found to be necessary in the effective inservice programs. Inves¬ 
tigation into the subjects of change and growth was presented and from 
which were drawn the assumption on which this study was based. 
Chapter III: Methodology and Description of Data. This chapter 
presents the methodology by which this study was conducted. The research 
setting, personnel, a description of the school's former writing program, 
and subjects for this study are presented. The mode of inquiry and time¬ 
line are also stated. Questions used in the interviews and a descrip¬ 
tion of the writing program used as the subject of the inservice program 
are provided. Finally, the data collected on each of the study subjects 
is presented. 
Chapter IV: Analysis of the Study. Chapter IV presents the analy¬ 
sis of the data on growth in the teachers' concerns about the innovation, 
their reflections of their understanding of writing and the teaching of 
writing, and the growth in demonstrating the methods used in teaching 
writing as a process. 
Chapter V: Conclusions and Recommendations. Conclusions of this 
particular study, questions raised by it, and recommendations for future 
studies will be provided in this final chapter. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Documenting a specifically designed program of inservice education 
using writing as a process and documenting the growth of four teachers as 
a result of that inservice program require a review of the literature 
pertaining to inservice education, change, adult learning (andragogy), 
implications for andragogy, and growth. Each topic will be reviewed as 
it relates to the study of teacher growth in this particular situation 
as well as providing a background of related research against which this 
study must be reviewed. 
Background 
National needs and technological advances since the Second World 
War have focused attention on our schools and their need to keep up with 
changes within our society. Reports have been filed and article written 
over the past twenty-five years that indicate that "Johnny" has not 
learned how to read or write, function at the basic skill levels 
especially in math and science, and does not know how to reason. Whether 
these assumptions are true or false is not known. What is known is that 
there has been a concerted effort to make sure that "Johnny does func¬ 
tion as a literate. The main responsibility for guaranteeing that he 
does is placed upon the shoulders of the classroom teacher. 
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The vehicle chosen to ensure that teachers gain the new attitudes, 
knowledge and skills needed to provide the best education for our 
nation's children is inservice education. Fortunately, "... one of the 
greatest strengths of the teaching profession has been its historical 
commitment to the ongoing development of professional competency" 
(Friedman, Brinlee and Hayes, 1980, p. 7). Yet, though a tremendous 
amount of time, money and energy have gone into these inservice programs, 
only about 20% (Mann, 1978) of the innovations or program revisions 
presented have successfully been implemented into the classroom. 
Reasons for such a small percentage of success are complex, as can 
be seen by the fact that over 11,000 articles had been written about 
inservice education by 1982 (Wade, 1983). Yet, there still is no clear 
understanding or consensus of the guidelines needed for effective 
inservice. 
Review of the literature reveals that theorists and practitioners 
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have developed an extensive list of factors which make up effective 
inservice programs. Studies have been conducted and dissertations 
written with such findings as: good inservice is based on individual 
needs; good inservice is based on staff needs; they should be a collabora¬ 
tive effort between staff, parents, and children; they should be teacher 
planned and evaluated; supervisors and principals need to be involved; 
supervisors and principals should not assume full responsibility. 
Inservice should upgrade teachers' skills, remove their deficiencies 
and teach them new skills. On-the-job needs should be met by on-the-job 
programs, but classes should not be interrupted. Observation, demonstra¬ 
tion, modeling, hands-on activities, and feedback, among other techniques. 
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should be included with practice being forefront to theory, yet theory 
should be present. 
Inservice Studies 
Three extensive studies, reviewing the literature on inservice edu¬ 
cation, and one study conducted in a school setting, demonstrate the com¬ 
plexity facing those who try to identify effective inservice. 
The Burello and Orbaugh Study 
Over a period of four years, Burello and Orbaugh (1982) observed 
the implementation of inservice programs and federal projects in three 
states conducting an extensive review of the literature concerning inser¬ 
vice education in order to identify the premises uphelf to be the most 
effective practices. Those premises identified for effective programs 
were that inservice education should: 
• be integrated into and supported by the whole school, 
including administrators; 
• be a collaboration of students, staff and community; 
• be planned according to the assessed needs, including the 
interests and strengths of the participants and designed 
around problem-solving; 
• be flexible and responsive to changing needs realizing 
that often the learner is his own best teacher and peer 
teacher; 
• be accessible, using on-site demonstrations with actual 
students during the designated school work day; 
• be evaluated collaboratively as an assessment to address 
planning, implementation and dissemination as an ongoing 
process. 
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The Wade Study 
Wade (1984) conducted a meta-analysis of 91 studies to ascertain 
what, according to these studies, made a difference in inservice educa¬ 
tion. She found the following variables contributed the most to the 
behavioral changes of teachers. 
1. The focus was on improving general teaching. 
2. Group size ranged between 21 and 40 teachers. 
3. University researchers initiated the inservice. 
4. Group make-up included both elementary and secondary 
teachers. 
5. Incentives were offered which enhanced teacher status. 
6. Self-instructional methods were used. 
7. The structure was set up for independent study. 
8. Practical application was the focus. 
9. The school day was used for inservice time. 
10. The length of training need not exceed six months. 
11. Common instructional activities existed for all par¬ 
ticipants . 
12. Participants took an active role. 
13. Group goals were acknowledged. 
14. Participants came from unrelated schools. 
15. Responsibility of the inservice rested solely on the 
facilitator. 
16. Assistance following the initial training was not 
given. 
Yet, according to Wade, inservice programs that produced the best 
results that carried over into the classroom to benefit the students had 
somewhat different variables. 
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1. Affective techniques were the focus of instruction. 
2. Supervisors or administrators initiated the inservice. 
3. The groups consisted of only elementary teachers. 
4. Schools furnished facilitators from within their own 
staffs. 
5. The length of the inservice went beyond six months. 
6. Instruction lasted from one to ten hours. 
7. Practical application was the focus of instruction. 
8. The inservice was designed from shared goals. 
9. Participants and facilitators shared the responsi¬ 
bilities for learning. 
10. Follow-up programs did not exist. 
11. The state government provided funding for the inser¬ 
vice . 
Wade concluded that these discrepancies between behavior change and 
what is actually transferred to the classroom suggest that designers of 
workshops should look closely at what will be evaluated. 
Review of the Research by Joyce and Showers 
Joyce and Showers (1980) analyzed the literature of over 200 inser¬ 
vice programs in which they investigated the effectiveness of inservice 
education programs to determine the components of inservice education 
that had the most impact upon participating teachers in their acquiring 
and demonstrating the skills presented during the inservice. These com¬ 
ponents differ from those presented in the Burello-Orbaugh study and the 
Wade study in that these components provide techniques used by facilita¬ 
tors. The five components found to be most effective according to the 
Joyce and Showers study were: 
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1 . Presentation of Theory 
2. Modeling or Demonstration 
3. Practice Under Simulated Conditions 
4. Feedback 
5. Coaching for Application 
Presentation of theory through readings, films, and/or discussions 
provides the rationale and undergirding for an innovation. "Theory with¬ 
out practice is sterile; practice without theory is a vicious cycle," 
said Openshaw (1968, p. 197). Friedman and Brinlee (1980) added that 
theory and practice need to be viewed as a holistic unit. 
Modeling or demonstration increases the mastery of theory by trans¬ 
ferring the theory into practice. Modeling is when "... the process 
of observational learning in which the behavior of an individual or a 
group--the model--acts as a stimulus for similar thoughts, attitudes or 
behaviors on the part of another individual who observes the model's per¬ 
formance," according to Perry and Furukawa (1980, p. 131). 
Approximately three-fourths of the twenty-seven thousand teachers 
surveyed by Goodlad (1984) in his study indicated they would be inter¬ 
ested in observing other teachers. Lawrence (1974) researched ninety- 
seven reports on inservice and also found demonstrations and observations 
to be useful training techniques. 
Interviewing teachers she had worked with, Farmer (1984) discovered 
those teachers learned from observing her work with their children. The 
teachers had become aware of how their students responded and reacted and 
with this awareness were more cognizant of themselves and their practices. 
"For some, the kinds of responses were illuminating and, for many, 
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intuitions were confirmed and support and reassurance given" 
(P- 43). 
Practice under simulated conditions involves the interaction with an 
innovation and one's peers or small groups of children instead of an 
entire class. Joyce and Showers (1980) felt this was "an extremely 
effective way to develop confidence" (p. 388). Williams (1980) supported 
this when he suggested "... learning situations should give opportuni¬ 
ties for practice" (p. 386). 
Feedback "... is the perception of a person's behavior and, there¬ 
fore, should not be presented as an attributed motive or actual intention 
of the person. Feedback is neither right nor wrong in itself, but rather 
the way the perceiver needs to be confirmed by that person's own inten¬ 
tions" (Ingalls, 1973, p. 172). 
Two types of feedback have been identified by Joyce and Showers 
(1980): structured feedback and open-ended feedback. Structured feed¬ 
back involves the study of teaching behavior based on pre-set goals, 
while open-ended feedback consists of an informal discussion followed by 
an observation. 
Guskey (1985) suggested that teachers need to receive regular feed¬ 
back on student learning outcomes because this feedback provided 
"... evidence of their positive efforts." This feedback can ". . .be 
powerful in facilitating new instructional practices. . . . When teachers 
see that a new program/innovation works well in their classrooms, change 
in their beliefs and attitudes can and will follow" (p. 59). 
Ingalls (1973) concluded that if feedback is to be helpful, it 
should not be forced or imposed on a teacher. Trust is the necessary 
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ingredient if feedback is to be received effectively. The receiver of 
the feedback should have the freedom to use or not use the information 
as s/he sees fit. 
Coaching for application "involves helping teachers analyze the con¬ 
tent to be taught and the approach to be taken, and making specific 
plans to help the students adapt to the new teaching approach" (Joyce and 
Showers, 1980, p. 381). This "help" is an in-class follow-up by a sup¬ 
portive advisor. 
Lincoln Elementary School Study 
This study which followed the findings of Joyce and Showers was con¬ 
ducted at Lincoln Elementary School in Evansville, Indiana. This empiri¬ 
cal study developed because the staff at the Lincoln School was inter¬ 
ested in a Teacher Directed Inservice Education Program which allowed 
teachers to take charge of their own learning. Two university professors 
were hired as consultants, one in science and the other in reading/ 
language arts for an initial thirty hours. Teachers had the option of 
working with either consultant, both or neither. 
The principal supported the project by his willingness to have the 
teachers take charge of their own training and by giving the consultants 
free access to the teachers during the school day. Having the teachers 
and consultants working together on school time was felt to be essential 
for this project's success. The principal introduced the consultants at 
the first meeting and then stepped out of the picture. 
The teachers in this study had planned periods of roughly the same 
time of day, which made it possible for them to meet as a group. Along 
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with these group meetings they met after school so never had to leave 
their classrooms. During classroom time, the consultants observed 
instruction, demonstrated techniques, served as instructional models, 
conferred informally with teachers and tested individual children. The 
format allowed for continuous change and growth, meeting the needs of 
the individual teachers. In the review of this study, Andrew (1983) 
stated that the success of this program may have been due to the 
adherence of the guidelines set up by Mazzarella (1980) that inservice 
programs 
• provide a concrete rather than theoretical orientation; 
• provide demonstrations, practice and feedback; 
• provide modeling; 
t address on-the-job needs of each participant; 
• be ongoing; 
• occur in school; 
• allow principals to take part but not take full responsi¬ 
bility. 
In conclusion, there seem to be few major points of consistency 
among these studies as to what comprises effective inservice programs. 
Three of the studies (Burello and Orbaugh, Wade, and Lincoln) agreed that 
inservice programs should occur during the school day and the goals of 
the inservice should reflect the needs of the participants. 
Burrello and Orbaugh suggested that inservice programs should be 
planned according to the interests and strengths of the participants, 
while Wade found teachers change their behavior with self-instructional 
materials. 
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Lincoln s study and that of Joyce and Showers agreed that an inser¬ 
vice program's impact came with the use of demonstrations, practice, feed¬ 
back, and modeling. Lincoln felt that a concrete rather than a theoreti¬ 
cal orientation was needed however, while Joyce and Showers found the 
presentation of theory was most effective. 
The reason for the lack of total consistency among these studies, as 
believed by this researcher, may be because each inservice program needs 
to be designed according to the needs of the individuals and/or group(s) 
involved in them. 
Just as there are no blanket statements and broad generalizations 
which can be given to identify effective inservice, the same is true 
about the purpose of the inservice programs. 
Many leading educators involved in inservice education assume that 
the desired outcome of inservice education is to make changes in teach¬ 
er's beliefs, attitudes and methods of instruction in order to improve 
student performance in the classroom (McLaughlin, 1978; Rubin, 1978; and 
Griffin, 1983). 
These are still assumptions however. All that can really be known 
about the outcome of inservice is that if the participants of an inser¬ 
vice program are involved in some form of learning, there may be a change 
in their beliefs, attitudes, and behavior. 
Studies on Change 
In its simplest form, change is just one behavior substituted for 
another. If change is accepted in this form and this substitution is 
imposed from an outside force, the change can create resistance and/or 
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possibly hostility among teachers (Sarason, 1982), because change in a 
"school setting requires, among other things, changing the existing 
regularities in some way . . . eliminating one or more of them, or pro¬ 
ducing new ones" (p. 96). 
If, however, change is to be lasting and valuable, it is 
"• • • inherently very complex" (McLaughlin, 1978, p. 22). "People do 
not live by information. The information is needed, but without the 
skills to act on this information, the person is crippled" (Cole, 1972, 
p. 4). S/he has to be the "creator" and "changer of knowledge" (p. 57), 
seeing his/her role expanding in scope and importance. A logical evolu¬ 
tion must occur in which old ideas are constructed into new ones--an 
inner transformation--stemming from problem-solving (Piaget, 1969; Rubin, 
1978; Hall and Loucks, 1978). 
Since "change by its very nature is frightening" (Hersey and 
Blanchard, 1982, p. 113), the person or persons whom the change is 
directed needs to be actively involved in solving his/her own problems 
(Combs, Avila, and Purkey, 1974; Williams, 1980; Sprinthall and Thies- 
Sprinthall, 1983) in order to internalize the skills of ". . . relating 
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to others, of empathy, of analyzing and synthesizing information and 
experience, of planning and implementing action, of conceptualizing, 
generalizing, expressing, and valuing" (Cole, 1972, p. 4). With this 
involvement, the person(s) is more likely to accept the responsibility 
for his/her learning, while at the same time, making it possible for 
problems of attitude and goals to become identified (Sarason, 1982). 
Rubin (1978) suggested that in change, "Everything rests on the 
characteristics of the setting, the natures of the people involved, 
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the goals at hand, and the ways in which all of these intrude upon and 
affect one another" (p. 22) resulting in a reconstruction of one's 
rationale. The desire to teach "supremely well . . . must impel the 
professional teacher to nurture his own growth" (p. 7) for teachers, 
seen as individuals first and as a group second, are the pivotal force 
in the change process (Hall and Loucks, 1978; Sarason, 1982; Courter 
and Ward, 1983). "... Institutions cannot change until the indi¬ 
viduals within them change" (Hall and Loucks, 1978). 
Unfortunately, "... those who attempt to introduce change, rarely, 
if ever, begin the process by being clear as to where the teachers are 
. . . how and why they think as they do" (Sarason, 1982, p. 232). Yet, 
only when the teacher seeks a desire to perform a task well, will 
change lastingly occur because "change is a highly personal experience 
that affects individuals differently" (Pratt, 1980, p. 10). It is this 
personal dimension, not the technological one, that often determines the 
success of the change effort (Loucks and Pratt, 1979). 
The Research and Development Center for Teacher Education at the 
University of Texas at Austin (UTR&D) and the Jefferson County, 
Colorado, Public School District (Jeffco) used the following assumptions 
during a three-year staff development plan to revise the elementary 
science program (grades three through six) being implemented district¬ 
wide in eighty schools. These assumptions about change have also been 
supported by Maslow (1962), Piaget (1969), Rubin (1978), and Sarason 
(1982), among other researchers. 
1) Change is a personal experience involving feelings, per¬ 
ceptions and needs of the individual. 
f 
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2) Change does not occur quickly. It is a developmental 
process. -- 
3) Organizations cannot change until the individuals 
within them change. 
4) Change evolving from growth is a process rather than an 
event. 
A full year of inservice was implemented as well as planned "comfort 
and caring" visitations during the second year. "The change process was 
given two years instead of two weeks" (Pratt, 1980, p. 15), beginning 
with a half-day orientation for principals. Three months later, two 
pre-inservice sessions introduced the project to the teachers, followed 
two months later by the first of the year's inservice sessions. 
Close attention was given to the participating individuals by 
engaging them in a variety of comfort and caring activities: talking 
with teachers in the lounge during the day, lunching with an individual 
teacher to discuss issues, observing science classes to help teachers 
deal with problems. These activities happened in between the inservice 
sessions. The sessions themselves offered choices of content and com¬ 
plexity for teachers with varying amounts of science teaching experience 
and confidence with the current curriculum. Principals "... learned 
about the equipment and supplies needs, ordering and scheduling proce¬ 
dures, and other details. They also heard suggestions for how to be 
supportive of teachers in the change effort" (Hall, George, and 
Rutherford, 1979). 
At the beginning of any innovation, according to Loucks and Pratt 
(1979), individuals need general information about the innovation because 
their concerns about the innovation at that time are mainly personl. AS 
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participants become more involved with the innovation, their concerns 
begin to shift from personal to management and what effect the innova¬ 
tion will have on their students. Later, when these needs are met, con¬ 
cerns begin to shift to relating their newly learned information to the 
rest of the school and how the innovation might be revised to meet 
broader concerns. 
Three years after the Jeffco program was implemented, there was 
evidence that science teaching was occurring across the district and that 
the teachers themselves were at different stages of growth. 
From this study, three aspects of inservice education proved to be 
valuable in evaluating inservice programs (Loucks and Melle, 1982, 
p. 115). 
1. The "proof of the pudding" to whether an inservice pro¬ 
gram successfully helped teachers develop new skills 
and/or use new practices "lies in whether those prac¬ 
tices are then used in the classroom." 
2. One must "interact individually with each teacher" to 
discover if change in classroom practice did take place. 
3. "Evaluations are only good if they are useful, and can 
directly contribute to further improvement in teachers 
and schools." 
Stages of Concern 
Since personal concerns, motivations, satisfactions, and frustra¬ 
tions influence how teachers approach a new innovation--a change--the 
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education at the University 
of Texas at Austin developed an instrument to identify these concerns. 
The result was the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) which identified 
seven "stages of concern" that individuals experience as they are 
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involved in implementing an innovation. "Depending on one's closeness 
to and involvement with an innovation, one's concerns will be different 
in type as well as in intensity" (Hall, George, and Rutherford, p. 5). 
Several concerns may even be experienced concurrently, but usually at 
differential degrees of intenseness. Concerns also vary according to 
one's knowledge about the innovation, experience or nonexperience of the 
learner, and whether the innovation is of use to the teacher at the 
present time or at a future date. "Whether and with what speed higher 
level concerns develop will depend on the person as well as the innova¬ 
tion and the environmental context" (p. 6). There seems to be a pre¬ 
dictable pattern to the concerns and their intensity and because of these 
predictable patterns it becomes possible to use the "stages of concern" 
as a diagnostic tool to aid facilitators in their attempts to implement 
an innovation. 
The seven stages of concern about an innovation are as fol¬ 
lows : 
0 AWARENESS: Little concern about or involvement with the 
innovation is indicated. 
1 INFORMATIONAL: A general awareness of the innovation 
and interest in learning more detail about it is indi¬ 
cated. The person seems to be unworried about herself/ 
himself in relation to the innovation. She/he is inter¬ 
ested in substantive aspects of the innovation in a self¬ 
less manner such as general characteristics, effects, 
and requirements for use. 
2 PERSONAL: Individual is uncertain about the demands of^ 
the innovation, her/his inadequacy to meet those demands, 
and her/his role with the innovation. This includes 
analysis of her/his role in relation to the.reward 
structure of the organization, decision making, and con¬ 
sideration of potential conflicts with existing struc¬ 
tures or personal commitment. Financial or status 
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implications of the program for self and colleagues may 
also be reflected. 
3 MANAGEMENT: Attention is focused on the processes and 
tasks of using the innovation and the best use of infor¬ 
mation and resources. Issues related to efficiency, 
organizing, managing, scheduling, and time demands are 
utmost. 
4 CONSEQUENCE: Attention focuses on impact of the inno¬ 
vation on students in her/his immediate sphere of influ¬ 
ence. The focus is on relevance of the innovation for 
students, evaluation of student outcomes, including 
performance and competencies, and changes needed to 
increase student outcomes. 
5 COLLABORATION: The focus is on coordination and coopera¬ 
tion with others regarding use of the innovation. 
6 REFOCUSING: The focus is on exploration of more uni¬ 
versal benefits from the innovation, including the possi¬ 
bility of major changes or replacement with a more power¬ 
ful alternative. Individual has definite ideas about 
alternatives to the proposed or existing form of the 
innovation. (Hall, George, and Rutherford, 1979, p. 7) 
Adult Learning—Andragogy 
When one is faced with the proposition of changing teacher behavior, 
it becomes necessary to examine some assumptions about adults ad learn¬ 
ers. Within the past twenty-five years, some new assumptions concerning 
adults as learners have been explored. Malcolm Knowles (1973), concerned 
with the way adults have been defined as learners, borrowed the word 
"andragogy" from Yugoslavian educators as a way of identifying adult 
learning, separating it from the common term used for all learning 
pedagogy. 
Knowles argued that many educators placed all learning under the 
term pedagogy, meaning the art and science of teaching children. Pedagogy 
was derived from the Greek word "paid," meaning child, and "agogus. 
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meaning 1eader of. Adults, according to Knowles, do not come to learn¬ 
ing as children do, so the word to identify adult learning should be 
andragogy, "andr-" stemming from the Greek word "aner," meaning man 
(distinguished from boy). 
Knowles speculated, in his book The Adult Learner: Neglected 
Species (1973), that "as an individual matures, his need and capacity to 
be self-directing, to utilize his experience in learning, to identify 
his own readinesses to learn, and to organize his learning around life 
problems, increase steadily from infancy to pre-adolescence, and then 
increases rapidly during adolescence" (p. 43). 
The Andragogical theory of learning is based on four main assump¬ 
tions which separates it from pedagogy. 
(1) The assumption of changes in self-concept "... is that as a 
person grows and matures, his self-concept moves from one of total 
dependency (as is the reality of the infant) to one of increasingly self- 
directedness" (p. 45). When a person achieves a self-concept to the 
degree that s/he is self-directed, the person has become psychologically 
an adult and that person wants others to perceive him/her as self- 
directed, resenting being placed in situations which do not recognize 
this self-concept and self-directedness. 
(2) The role of experience assumes that as a person matures, experi- 
ences accumulate, providing the person with an increasing informational 
base on which new learning can be related. In so doing, adult learners 
begin to place more emphasis on . . experiential techniques which tap 
the experience of the learners and involves them in analyzing their 
experience" (p. 46). 
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To say this another way, infants and very young children identify 
themselves in terms of their family and their immediate environment. 
As a person matures and gains more experience, those experiences and the 
person become one. Therefore, "Andragogues convey their respect for peo¬ 
ple by making use of their experience as a resource for learning" 
(p. 46). 
(3) Readiness to learn is the assumption ". . . that as an indi¬ 
vidual matures, his readiness to learn is decreasingly the product of his 
biological development and academic pressure and is increasingly the 
product of the developmental tasks required for the performance of his 
evolving social roles" (p. 46). 
Pedagogy, in Knowles' opinion, assumes the child must be ready to 
learn what s/he "ought" to learn based on assumptions of his/her biologi¬ 
cal and academic development. Contrastingly, andragogy assumes the 
learner becomes ready to learn what is "needed" in conjunction with his/ 
her developmental phase within a particular role as a worker, spouse, or 
parent, just to name a few. 
Knowles quickly points out that his assumptions about adult readi¬ 
ness to learn does not assume one has to passively wait for the learner 
to reach a certain developmental level; this developmental level can be 
stimulated. 
(4) Orientation to learning is based upon the assumption that 
"... children have been conditioned to have a subject-centered orienta 
tion to most learning, whereas adults tend to have a problem-centered 
orientation to learning" (p. 47). 
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Children are taught on the basis that what they learn in elementary 
school will be useful to them in high school and what they learn in high 
school will be useful to them in college. Adults, on the other hand, 
approach learning because they have immediate needs in their current 
lives. Therefore their perspective on learning is problem-centered, not 
subject-centered. 
Implications for Andragogy for 
Children's Learning 
Knowles, in his research and redefinition of adult learning, touched 
upon a need for a new definition of how children learn. There are some 
key phrases used in explaining andragoqy which need, as far as this 
researcher is concerned, to be applied to the understanding of children's 
learning. It is this researcher's contention that it would benefit edu¬ 
cators to look at the four main assumptions of andragogy in relation to 
chi 1dren. 
(1) Changes in Self-Concept: Everyone's self, according to Dewey 
(1916), "is in continuous formation through choice of action" (p. 408). 
Only those people who are lacking a sense of self indicate that they are 
identified by their roles. "People are forever in process, forever grow¬ 
ing and reconstructing their experiences. They are forever in pursuit 
of themselves. To deny that is to deny possibility, to deny the power 
to risk and to choose" (Greene, 1978, p. 29). 
(2) The Role of Experience: It is true that the longer a person 
has lived, the more experiences s/he will have; but to negate the experi¬ 
ences of children, gives their life no meaning at all. According to 
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Dewey (1938), "Every experience is a moving force. Its value can be 
judged only on the ground of what it moves toward and into. . . .All 
human experience is ultimately social: that it involves contact and 
communication" (p. 38). 
According to Combs, Avila, and Purkey (1974), being open to experi¬ 
ence is necessary if the individual is to acquire freedom and self- 
actualization. "The first requirement for being able to deal with the 
world or with one's self must be the capacity to perceive it, to enter 
into dialogue with it" (p. 154). It is this researcher's contention that 
the experiences children have must be validated by teachers enabling 
children to "enter into dialogue with it." 
(3) Readiness to Learn: Knowles pointed out that as an individual 
matures s/he seeks to be self-directing, to use his/her experiences in 
his/her learning, to be a part of the decision making process about that 
learning, and to focus learning around life problems. 
The degree of dependency after a child's first year of life, accord¬ 
ing to Knowles, should begin to decrease; yet our culture fails to nur¬ 
ture this development of self-direction. Parents, schools, youth organi¬ 
zations, churches, and even the government focus their attentions on 
keeping the child dependent, while the need to be self-directed continues 
to develop organically within the child, creating tension, resistance, 
and sometimes open rebellion. 
Schools, Knowles elaborates, have "conditioned" children to a 
subject-centered orientation to learning. They have dictated what stu¬ 
dents should learn and when they should learn it. 
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Preparation for the future seems to be the key reason children 
attend school for at least thirteen years of their lives. The assump¬ 
tion is made that children's lives as they are being lived are of little 
or no value, while once a person becomes an adult it is. 
But if we agree with Confucius, that all living is learning, 
we can see that learning is not only preparation for living, 
but the very essence of living itself. When I am actively 
thinking, doing, reflecting on any experience, discussing 
it with others, practicing and learning new skills for 
improvement and using them, I am, in fact, using most of the 
abilities that differentiate humans from other forms of ani¬ 
mal life." (Ingalls, 1973, p. 8) 
John Goodlad (1984), in his extensive study of schools, observed 
that few students were permitted to make decisions about their learning, 
ranging from where they sat to which groups they would participate in, to 
the content they studied in areas such as the materials they used. They 
were not even permitted to define the use of the classroom space. For 
the most part, the teachers in Goodlad's study controlled all the 
decision making, including the what, where, when, and how their students 
were to learn. 
Goodlad found that even when a teacher sought a child's response and 
received one, "the teacher rarely responded in turn directly to that 
response with supportive language, corrective feedback, or some other 
meaningful acknowledgement" (p. 229). Students seldom asked the teacher 
questions and teachers rarely invited discussion and thinking through 
open-ended questions. 
Carl Rogers (1969), in Freedom to Learn, stated that the "evaluation 
of one's own learning is one of the major means by which self-initiated 
learnina becomes also responsible learning" (p. 142), while Goodlad 
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concluded that learning is . . enhanced when students understand what 
is expected of them, get recognition for their work, learn quickly about 
their errors, and receive guidance in improving their performance" 
(p. HD- 
"Regardless of subject, students reported that they liked to do 
activities that involved them actively or in which they worked with 
others" (Goodlad, 1984, p. 114). Yet, according to many researchers' 
findings, including Wood (1980), classrooms, in general, expect students 
to learn in isolation of each other. Students sit near each other but 
are discouraged from talking and interacting with one another. Children 
are expected to learn without the direct evidence of their senses or 
language. 
Before children attend school, they are ready to learn, and do 
learn such tasks as crawling, walking, and talking, through trial and 
error. But once they enter schools which profess the traditional peda¬ 
gogical theory of learning, their trials and errors are viewed as 
failures warranting punishment. Often, this "failure" is punished by 
giving the child more of the same work instead of new and interesting 
work. The child is forced to accept a diminished view of him/herself. 
"If you're not failing," according to Murray (1985), you're not 
learning--you have to chase butterflies and package fog--only out of 
failure comes insight. You must work out of failure publically. You 
have a responsibility to fail." 
(4) Orientation to Learning: Assumptions have been made that chil- 
dren only learn for the future, not for the present. Children not only 
have the everyday problems of childhood; they are thrown into the complex 
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problems of adults without the freedom or guidance in many cases to 
understand those problems or given the opportunity to express them. 
Rudman (1984) believes that children's learning is problem centered and 
addresses some of the issues facing children today in her book Issues in 
Children's Literature. 
Effective learning,1 states Combs, Avila, and Purkey (1974), "is a 
product of dialogue with real problems" (p. 114). "Encouraging people 
to search for solutions to their problems is not so much a thing to be 
taught as a process to be released" (p. 112). Who, then, has the respon¬ 
sibility to make sure children's learning is problem centered: the 
child or the teacher? 
"Our greatest problem," said Graves (1985), reflecting upon his own 
learning from observing children, "is that we [teachers] underestimate 
what children can do. We underestimate their will to make sense of 
themselves and the world around them. Children are curious and want 
their curiosity satisfied. But we don't know children, nor the learning 
process, well enough to know how to respond to them. We constantly try 
to trick them into learning things that have nothing to do with them. 
Most of our classrooms are reflections of what teachers do, not of what 
children do. If our classrooms are to be effective, they should be 
filled with stuff, the stuff of what children know and what they want to 
know more about" (p. 18). 
Sondra Perl (1985), after observing and working with teachers, drew 
the conclusion that how teachers interpret their students' competence and 
capabilities as human beings determines the actions of the children 
within the classroom. If students are seen as competent and capable, 
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teachers encourage those students to explore, to stretch, and grow, 
and they do. If, on the other hand, students are seen as incapable and 
incompetent, no technique or approach will support the learning process 
because those feelings are transmitted to the students in subtle ways. 
Teaching Writing as a Process 
The ability to write and the teaching of writing have long been 
debated among educators and the general public. One of the reasons why 
this might be so is because writing is not a simple two-step procedure 
of figuring out what to write and then putting those words on paper. 
Writing is a complicated process which involves interaction between lan¬ 
guage and thought enabling the writer to gradually discover what it is 
that s/he has to say. 
"The pupils," wrote Francis Wayland Parker in 1873, "could parse 
and construe sentences and point out the various parts of speech with 
great facility, repeating the rules of grammar applicable to each case, 
yet were unable to put this theoretical knowledge to any practical use, 
as they showed when called upon to write an ordinary English letter" 
(Fadiman and Howard, 1979, p. 62). 
A hundred years after Francis Parker made his observations of stu¬ 
dents' writing, the subject of the teaching of writing was harshly 
addressed nation-wide in Newsweek Magazine. 
If your children are attending college, the chances are that 
when they graduate they will be unable to write ordinary, 
expository English with an real degree of structure and 
lucidity. If they are in high school and planning to attend 
college, the chances are less than even that they will be 
able to write English at the minimal college level when they 
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get there. If they are not planning to attend college, 
their skills in writing English may not even qualify them 
for secretarial or clerical work. And if they are attend¬ 
ing elementary school , they are almost certainly not being 
given the kind of required reading material, much less 
writing instruction, that might make it possible for them 
eventually to write comprehensible English. Willy- 
nilly, the U. S. education system is spawning a generation 
of semi 1iterates. ... 'We have ceased to think with 
words,1 observes Jacques Barzun. (M. Sheils, 1975, p. 58) 
Within nine years of this indictment, Goodlad (1984), in his exten¬ 
sive research on today's public school situation, found that 54% of 
weekly instructional time in the elementary schools surveyed was spent 
on reading, language arts, and mathematics; yet teachers at all grade 
levels used an ". . . array of commercially prepared materials in their 
teaching of the language arts subjects ... a heavy emphasis on 
mechanics . . . short answers and the recall of specific information 
. . . to the neglect of creative fictional writing" (pp. 200-207). 
In over a hundred years, writing and the teaching of it have not 
been sorted out. But the process has begun. Within the past fifteen 
years, writers and researchers have begun to look at writing through the 
eyes of writers, professional and unprofessional. They have begun, 
through observation, to understand the philosophy of learning that is 
needed to better understand the process of writing. 
Janet Emig's Writing Study 
One of the earliest studies of writing was done by Janet Emig as a 
dissertation from Columbia University, later written as a book entitled 
The Composing Process of Twelfth Graders (1971). Emig used the case- 
study method of research to investigate the writing processes of eight 
high school seniors. 
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Earl W. Buxton, in the forward to Emig's book The Composition 
Process of Twelfth Graders (1971), stated that Emig was "attempting to 
identify the students' feelings, attitudes, and self-concepts which form 
the invisible components of the 'composition' that the teacher perceives 
as an arrangement of words, sentences, and paragraphs to be read, criti¬ 
cized, and evaluated" (p. v). 
Emig discovered, in her observations, that these twelfth graders 
did little thinking or planning before they put their pencil to paper, 
neither did they become involved in revising their thoughts and words 
once they were in print. It became apparent that these students lacked 
the ability to express their own feelings within their writing. 
She blamed these disturbing phenomena not on the students of writing, 
but on the instruction of writing. Teachers, said Emig, generally failed 
to treat writing as a process and in so doing, restricted the students' 
writing to a single mode of discourse. This criticism of instruction 
was based on the findings that little or no attention was given to the 
time before the writer put his/her words on paper; nor was time provided 
for students to think about and make changes in their writing once the 
words were written. The general course of instruction was to make an 
assignment and evaluate the finished work. 
Most assignments, Emig found, were written in "extensive" mode 
(essentially impersonal, other-centered) with the intent to report and/or 
analyze information. These writings, which frequently took the form of 
the standard five paragraph essay, had relatively no importance to the 
writer. 
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She suggested that writing needed to include "reflexive" writing 
(personal and writer centered) because this type of writing was more 
likely to foster careful thought and preparation. When this type of 
writing did occur, Emig found that more thought and planning occurred 
before the physical writing took place. 
Atkinson Academy Writing Study 
Donald Graves (1984), a professor at the University of New 
Hampshire, along with colleagues Lucy Calkins and Susan Sowers, observed 
elementary school children in their processes of learning to write at 
Atkinson Academy in New Hampshire. 
The research, which was funded by the National Institute of 
Education, lasted two years, during which time the three researchers fol¬ 
lowed sixteen students from five classrooms, grades one through four, to 
record in detail what the children did when they wrote. 
This study was designed to show what the writing process is, what 
problems children solve as they write, some idea of how writers develop, 
and gather information in such a way as to be helpful to classroom teach¬ 
ers in giving assistance to writers as they moved through the writing 
stages. 
The researchers collected their data in a variety of ways; they hand 
recorded their observations, video taped, interviewed te students, and 
analyzed their writings. The findings were shared as they were collected 
with the children's teachers in order that they could immediately use the 
information to further the students' writing development. 
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The results were overwhelming and too numerous to mention here 
except in some generalities which are that: the writing process, which 
is recursive, involves drawing, talking, reading, accessing information, 
rereading, spelling, handwriting, organizing, editing, and revising. 
Even six-year-olds are capable of choosing their own topics, rehearsing 
their information, writing, rereading what they have written, revising, 
and working on several pieces simultaneously. In fact, it was found that 
many could be rehearsing one story while writing another. 
When the data were shared with the teachers, the researchers found 
the teachers more able to analyze the information and decide how to use 
it to benefit the children before the researchers could. Teachers inter¬ 
acted with the children through conferences (a discussion-review of the 
’child's writing) asking the child questions that helped him/her to better 
understand his/her writing. 
Graves (1984), in his recommendations for future study, said, "In 
the past, we have focused on children's errors. For this reason, we 
have grossly underestimated children's ability to write and to think. 
They have perspectives about what they are doing that we miss from day to 
day because we don't let them write or speak. Listen to eight-year-old 
Wendy's perception of writing: 
The more you do in life, the harder it is to write because 
you are growing older and do harder things. When you do 
harder things, the writing gets harder. 
Children want to do harder things. They want to be challenged. They 
want to think. Our job in both research and teaching is to make possible 
the excellence they may want even more than we do" (p. 171). 
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Bay Area Writing Project 
The Bay Area Writing Project, which began in San Francisco about the 
same time as the two previous projects, was designed to address the writ¬ 
ing problem that existed in Bay area schools. Teachers from nine 
California counties and professors from the University of California, 
Berkeley's School of Education, spent five weeks during the summer study¬ 
ing current research on writing, writing themselves and developing cur¬ 
riculum. The following fall, the teachers who had attended the summer 
workshop conducted similar training in their respective school dis¬ 
tricts . 
The results of the project were so successful that it more than 
tripled in participants the second year. In 1984, the Bay Area Writing 
Project had expanded and its name changed to the National Writing Project. 
It has become the largest agency in our country, training approximately 
2,000 teachers in summer institutes in 43 states each year with several 
times that number receiving inservice education during the school year 
(Goldberg, 1984). 
Reasons Writing Is Important 
The reason the teaching of writing is so important is that writing 
"pervades all our lives" (Smith, 1982, p. 13). It provides a way to 
touch people we do not know, enabling ideas and events to be created, 
organized and remembered. It gives people a method by which they can 
separate themselves from their thoughts so those thoughts can be examined 
more objectively as a way to discover what the writer knows (Baker, 1974; 
Smith, 1982). "Writing is a way of acting with language that involves 
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the total self--our thoughts, feelings, attitudes, tastes, temperament, 
verbal resources, our sense of order, our sense of rhythm" (Irmscher, 
1977, p. 34). 
Understanding the importance of writing, however, is apparently 
easier than understanding how writers and how writing needs to be 
taught. The more researchers examine how writers go about their art 
and craft and look at how children learn, the more they are able to 
piece together the complexities of the process. Writing does not com¬ 
prise a single ability, but "many abilities, faculties, skills, habits, 
and behaviors, all of which come into play in different ways, to dif¬ 
ferent degrees, in different situations. Most important, none of the 
abilities involved can be separated far from the writer's sense of 
self and temperament, or from his/her understanding of the different 
functions writing performs" (Park, 1979, p. 52). 
Because research on how children learn to write is relatively 
recent and still in process, suggested methods in teaching writing are 
constantly changing. Each new study seems to add a new dimension to the 
picture. Donald Gallehr, co-chair of the National Board of the National 
Writing Project, said that it would ". . . be a mistake to write a 
philosophy [of the teaching of writing] when we learn new techniques each 
year" (Goldberg, 1984, p. 356). The closer one looks through the lens 
of recent research, the more complex writing appears. There is a thread, 
however, that runs through the findings of the recent research being 
conducted and that is that writing as a form of learning (1) takes place 
in the midst of problem-solving, (2) needs active participation by the 
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learner, (3) requires feedback for self evaluation, and (4) adheres to 
no time limit (Combs, Avila, and Purkey, 1974). 
As children develop, so will their skills in writing if they sense 
a need for written language and it becomes a part of their individual 
lives (Park, 1979). It cannot develop if it is treated in isolation. 
A writer needs to 11. . . assimilate what he hears, reads, observes, 
thinks and does from day to day" (Fadiman and Howard, 1979, p. 83). 
Young children are users of written language much sooner than their 
writing looks representational. They watch their parents write letters, 
notes, grocery lists, etc., and they see print in the books that are 
read to them. They leave their proud scribbles on walls, sidewalks, 
and across the pages of books. Harste, Woodward, and Burke (1984) specu¬ 
late that the decisions about writing by very young children are, both in 
form and kind, the same as those made by literate adults. The problem 
does not rest with the child but rather "When we [adults] confuse product 
with process, we fail to note the onset of literacy and, in so doing, 
also fail to appreciate the real literacy achievement made by three- 
year-olds. ... For many adults, literacy means to represent the world 
on their terms, with their templates" (p. 16). 
Teachers, according to Harste, Woodward and Burke, must reflect what 
they believe through "the theoretical prism" (p. xix) that has been 
created of what young writers are doing. The teacher must recognize that 
the child is an informant of his/her learning. Teachers should attempt 
to identify and explicate the principles of languages as needed by the 
child. "Good theory and good teachers interact, making better instruc¬ 
tion and better teachers" (p. xix). 
48 
When teachers help children learn to see themselves as having the 
knowledge and capability to solve their own problems, they begin to act 
independently of their teachers and their peers. They begin to gain the 
confidence to question in order to make sense of their world; to take 
charge of their learning. Within this, commented Graves (1985), "They 
save themselves and their teachers days and weeks of wasted teaching 
time. ... I can challenge children who think they know a lot, much 
more than children who shuffle and think they know nothing" (p. 58). 
Lucy Calkins discovered, as she observed children and teachers at 
Atkinson Academy, that ". . .1 could not overlook the importance of 
instruction ... or more specifically, of the teacher. ... I could 
not document growth in writing unless the classroom environment allowed 
that growth to take place" (Calkins, 1983, p. 14). 
Growth 
Those concerned with effecting growth should assume the person 
already knows something, and what that person knows has value. "Perhaps 
the biggest favor one can do for someone who is being educated," said 
Sealy (1978), "is to make explicit to the learner what s/he already 
knows" (p. 14). A person involved in growing, does not want to be merely 
informed, but instead wants to digest the information, turn it around, 
see if it fits or does not fit with what s/he already knows, before it 
becomes a part of his/her being. 
This turning around, seeing if it fits, involves willingness to take 
risks which is possible if and when the person feels the environment is 
safe. Maslow (1968) equates this growth to that of a young child s first 
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attempts to walk. The child begins by holding onto his/her mother; next 
s/he tries to take a step or two without her yet close enough to feel 
safe. As the child meets success with some trial and error, his/her 
excursions become extended and his/her confidence built. 
"On the other hand," Maslow said, "to endanger safety, means regres¬ 
sion backward to the more basic foundation. What this means is that 
in the choice between giving up safety or giving up growth, safety will 
ordinarily win. Safety needs are prepotent over growth needs" (p. 49). 
And yet this safe environment is not the only important element necessary 
for growth. Another important ingredient is providing an atmosphere in 
which the person has the right to choose for him/herself when to take a 
risk. If this right is taken from the learner too often, the learner will 
be enfeebled, "... cutting his self-trust, and confusing his ability 
to perceive his own internal delight in the experience, his own impulses, 
judgements, and feelings, and to differentiate them from the interiorized 
standards of the others" (Maslow, 1968, p. 49). 
The next step forward must be more self-satisfying than the existing 
situation if growth is to take place, yet at the same time anxiety and 
delight parallel each other because obstacles not observed before will be 
encountered (Maslow, 1968; Sarason, 1982). "It seems quite clear that the 
need to know, if we are to understand it well, must be integrated with 
fear of knowing, with anxiety, with needs for safety and security. We 
wind up with a dialectical back and forth relationship which is simul¬ 
taneously a struggle between fear and courage. All those psychological 
and social factors that increase fear will cut our impulses to know; all 
factors that permit courage, freedom and boldness will thereby also free 
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our need to know" (Maslow, 1968, p. 67). 
This growth, according to Piaget (1960), Rubin (1978), and Hall and 
Loucks (1978), follows a logical evolution occurring when old ideas are 
constructed into new ones--an inner transformation stemming from problem¬ 
solving. Growth, according to Harste, Woodward, and Burke (1984), is 
constant, in other words, continuously happening, yet it may have the 
outward appearance of being sporadic simply because of the current 
methods used to evaluate it. Growth is developmental. Measuring growth 
in terms of developmental stages, according to Harste, Woodward, and 
Burke (1984), is ". . . marking surface level features of conventional 
forms. ... It limits our thinking about literacy. Literacy becomes 
step-by-step progression of control, not a vehicle for exploring and 
expanding our world" (p. 12). 
Cone!usion 
This chapter has presented a review of the literature pertaining to 
effective inservice education, change, adult learning (andragogy), impli¬ 
cations for andragogy, and growth, in order to provide the background 
necessary for this particular study of a specifically designed inservice 
education program in which the growth of four teachers was documented. 
Extensive lists of requirements needed for inservice programs to 
be effective have been generated by many researchers. It can be seen 
through the studies presented in this chapter that there is little con¬ 
sistency among them. Yet, one aspect that is consistent is that the pur 
pose of inservice education is to promote change. Here again, the need 
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to change whom and what is not clear. What many researchers are saying, 
however, is that in order for any change to occur, the way it is concep¬ 
tualized is important because this conceptualization will affect how 
facilitators of inservice education programs approach that change. 
People change best when they, as individuals, have some control over 
their learning. It is this control, this individual change, which then 
creates a chain reaction to include institutional change. Therefore, 
facilitators of change have the responsibility to focus on individuals 
and their individual needs within the groupness of their culture. The 
individual's concerns are important, understanding that these concerns 
are ever-changing. Adult learning needs (andragogy) are also important 
in understanding how teachers prefer to approach new ideas before adding 
them to their existing repertoires. 
Because this study was designed to help teachers implement a writing 
process program for children, a non-traditional approach to children's 
learning was also reviewed. This researcher feels that the historical 
way of viewing pedagogy, for the most part, is outdated. Children are 
not "empty vessels" to be filled each September. Children come to learn¬ 
ing with some of the same expectations as adults and should therefore 
be met with the same understanding and respect. 
Evidence for this researcher's approach to pedagogy was reaffirmed 
by recent research findings in the field of writing. "Our task as read¬ 
ing and writing educators is not so much to direct [the child's] 
learning--for clearly [the child] demonstrates that she has a viable and 
important agenda of her own--but to facilitate her testing of those 
written language hypotheses which she demonstrates she is currently 
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interested in solving. That is why uninterrupted reading and writing 
opportunities are so important" (Harste, Woodward, and Burke, 1984, 
P- 39). 
The literature review brings the cycle of learning full circle 
because individuals, whether adult or child, interact with each other 
within a school setting. It is this researcher's contention that as 
Paulo Freire commented in an interview with David Dill ion (1985): 
The teacher must be one with young children—by being 
curious with them—without being one of them, since chil¬ 
dren read adults. They need to know that we know more 
than they do, but also that we are knowinq. ... By mak¬ 
ing the teacher vulnerable, it dymystifies her and makes 
her more lovable. This demystification of adults is the 
only way for kids to grow up. (p. 20) 
This researcher would like to add that this "demystification of 
adults" is extremely important if adults, who work with children, are to 
grow too. Freire continued to say in his interview with David Dill ion, 
"I consider it an important quality or virtue to understand the impossi¬ 
ble separation of teaching and learning. Teachers should be conscious 
every day that they are coming to school to learn and not just to teach. 
This way we are not just teachers but teacher-learners. It is really 
impossible to teach without learning as well as learning without teach¬ 
ing. We cannot separate one from the other. We create a violence when 
we try" (p. 16). 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY AND DESCRIPTION OF DATA 
Mode of Inquiry 
The mode of inquiry for this study was both qualitative and quanti¬ 
tative methodologies in hopes of gaining as comprehensive a picture as 
possible of the concerns and growth of four teachers engaged in a change 
process during and after a specifically designed and implemented inser¬ 
vice program. 
Qualitative methodology attempts to address the question, "What are 
the characteristics of a social phenomenon, the forms it assumes, the 
variation it displays?" (Lofand, 1971, p. 13). Qualitative methodology 
allows the researcher and the readers of the research to know the sub¬ 
jects personally, to see them as they develop their own definitions of 
the world (Bogden and Biklen, 1975) and provides an assessment of teacher 
performance beyond just ability and attainment (Nisbet and Entwistle, 
1970). 
The qualitative approach used was in the form of case studies in 
which classroom observations, teacher interviews and the researcher's 
fieldnotes formed the data. 
Observations serve several advantages (Patton, 1980) because they 
provide the researcher with: 




2. Firsthand experience, enabling her to "experience 
the program as a phenomenon" (p. 124). 
3. An opportunity to capture things that may have escaped 
conscious awareness of the participants. 
4. An opportunity to see discrepencies with interviews. 
5. An opportunity ". . .to access personal knowledge and 
direct experience as resources to aid in understanding 
and interpreting the program being evaluated (p. 125). 
Interviews enable the researcher to obtain information that is not 
directly observable and permits follow-up in obtaining more data with 
greater clarity and depth (Borg, 1981). More importantly, it 
". . . allows us to enter into the other person's perspective" (Patton, 
1978, p. 196). 
Quantitative data was collected and analyzed using the Stages of 
Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) developed by the Texas Research and 
Development Center of Teacher Education at the University of Texas in 
Austin (Hall, George, and Rutherford, 1977) to assess individual teach¬ 
er's stages of concern about the innovation. 
The quantitative data combined with the qualitative data was used 
to describe each teacher's stages of concerns, her growth as reflected by 
her understanding of writing as a process, and her growth in demonstrat¬ 
ing the methods used in teaching writing as a process. 
The blend of qualitative and quantitative is supported by Michael 
Patton (1980) in his statement: 
The issue of selecting methods is no longer one of the domi¬ 
nant paradigm versus the alternative paradigm, of experi¬ 
mental designs with quantitative measurement versus 
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holistic-inductive designs based on qualitative measurement. 
The debate and competition between paradigms is being 
replaced by a new paradigm--a paradigm of choices. The 
paradigm of choices recognized that different methods are 
appropriate for different situations. 
Verification of Data 
To guard against observer bias and subjectivity, this researcher 
used a triangulation approach: "a combination of methodologies in the 
study of the same phenomena or program" (Patton, 1980, p. 108). In fact, 
"No single method ever adequately solves the problem of rival causal 
factors. . . . Because each method reveals different aspects of empirical 
reality, multiple methods of observations must be employed" (Denzin, 1978, 
p. 28). 
Because the researcher was also the inservice facilitator, an out¬ 
side reviewer analyzed the data collected by reading the transcripts of 
the interview tapes, reviewing the researcher's fieldnotes and inter¬ 
preting the participants' Stages of Concerns profiles. Generally, the 
outside reviewer and researcher agreed on the conclusions drawn except 
for the analysis of the sixth grade teacher's (Mrs. Gordon) Stages of 
Concerns profiles. The researcher reexamined the data and adjusted her 
analysis. 
Analysis of Data 
Data for this research study were collected over a six-week period 
of inservice education and after an eleven-month interval. Interview 
tapes were transcribed; observation and fieldnotes along with the inter¬ 
view transcripts were then analyzed to assess each teacher's growth 
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regarding her conceptions about writing and demonstrated growth in the 
methods used in teaching writing as a process. Concerns about the 
innovation were assessed using the guidelines from the SoCQ assessment 
materials. 
The Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) 
The Stages of Concern Questionnaire was developed by the Texas 
Research and Development Center of Teacher Education at the University 
of Texas, Austin (Hall, George, and Rutherford, 1977) to assess the 
seven Stages of Concern about an innovation. The SoCQ is a Likert-type 
instrument with a seven-point scale which allows respondents to respond 
to thirty-five statements of concern by indicating how closely each 
statement describes a concern that they feel at that particular time. 
Each Stage of Concern has five statements or items (see Appendix B). 
The SoCQ has resulted from an extended two and one-half year proce¬ 
dure of item writing, Q sorting by a panel of judges, completion of 
195 prototype measure by 316 individuals and factor analysis. Seven 
factors corresponding to the seven Stages of Concern resulted from a 
varimax rotation. Those items which loaded highest on each factor were 
selected for the final instrument. 
Test-retest reliability correlations of the SoCQ ranged from .65 to 
.85 on the seven Stages of Concern scores (Hall, George, and Rutherford, 
1977). Validity studies involving inter-correlation matrices, judge¬ 
ments of concerns based on interview data, and confirmation of expected 
group differences and changes over time have shown that the SoCQ measures 
Stages of Concern as they have been defined (George, 1977). 
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Data from the SoCQ are scored using a percentile table. An SoC 
profile is developed which shows the intensity of concern expressed by 
an individual on each Stage of Concern. A group profile can also be 
developed that describes the average intensity of concerns of individuals 
within the group being studied for each Stage of Concern (see Appendix 
B). 
School Setting 
The setting for this research study was a rural elementary school 
in Western Massachusetts of 140 students, six full-time classroom teach¬ 
ers, one part-time kindergarten teacher, a full-time principal and 
support personnel. 
A "no frills" budget and low teacher salaries reflected the low per 
capita income of the area, yet the teachers were well' experienced, dedi¬ 
cated, and open to new ideas. 
Both parents and students, in general, felt good about their school 
as was demonstrated by the warm, friendly feeling one got walking down 
the hall. Children stopped to smile and speak to visitors; hall bulletin 
boards displayed their work. Parents frequently stopped in to speak with 
the principal or teachers and attended meetings as well as school func¬ 
tions. The community was kept up-to-date via teachers attending the 




The school principal, in her first year as principal, had encouraged 
the researcher to work with her staff. During the previous year, writing 
had been identified as a staff priority concern. The principal was aware 
and supportive of the writing process approach and had presented the 
researcher's proposal to the school board and district superintendent, 
receiving their support also. 
Feeling strongly that the principal's role included the role of 
instructional leader, the principal offered her services in support of 
this research. She attended both the pre- and post-inservice programs, 
took over some of the teachers' duties upon occasion and rearranged 
schedules at various times so the teachers and the researcher could meet. 
The principal also met with the researcher regularly to stay abreast of 
the program. 
Following the inservice program, the principal arranged teacher 
visitations to area schools involved in this same writing approach and 
in the fall she was instrumental in arranging meetings between her staff 
and other district staffs. 
School personnel, including the secretary, janitor, cooks, and 
librarian, were always hospitable and accommodating to the researcher as 
well. They helped her understand the culture of their particular insti¬ 
tution through their explanations and guidance of the daily structure and 
routine. 
Everyone was genuinely interested in knowing what was happening and 
the purpose for it, supporting the project, the researcher, and each 
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other. The atmosphere throughout the building was one of give and 
take. 
Subjects 
All of the classroom teachers volunteered for this study but due to 
the time constraints of the day, everyone could not participate. Teach¬ 
ers could not be granted release time and everyone had personal or pro¬ 
fessional commitments before and after school. Substitutes were diffi¬ 
cult to get which meant teachers and even the principal had to "double 
up" on their teaching loads and other duties when a teacher was absent. 
Meeting times needed to be "squeezed in" while students were out of 
the room for gym, music, and art. Since the inservice design consisted 
of three forty-five minute sessions per week for each teacher, as well 
as three scheduled meetings, it was decided that four of the seven full¬ 
time classroom teachers would be chosen to participate. These four were 
chosen by the principal to alleviate researcher bias. 
(1) Mrs. Beardsley 
The second grade teacher, Mrs. Beardsley, had been a classroom 
teacher in this school for five years, with a total of nine years experi 
ence. She had a Master's Degree in Education majoring in remedial read¬ 
ing. None of her undergraduate courses contained methods of teaching. 
She had introduced writing into her curriculum only two years ago when 
the former principal became concerned with the lack of writing in the 
school. 
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Mrs. Beardsley's quiet and friendly mannerisms were reflected in 
her students. She spoke softly and politely to them and often stood back 
to observe the class at work. There were few times outside class when 
Mrs. Beardsley could be seen alone; she always had her arm around a 
child listening intently to what the child was saying or conversing in 
a soft tone. One of Mrs. Beardsley's desires was to get to know her 
students as thoroughly as she could. In fact, she said, writing was a 
way "to get to know them better." Smiling occurred frequently in her 
room as children politely offered their services to one another. 
(2) Mrs. Samuels 
Mrs. Samuels, the third grade teacher, personified a love of her 
students as well as her role as a teacher, holding a flair for the 
theatrical aspects of teaching. She enjoyed being the holder of exciting 
news and was capable of making the most common incident significant. 
There also existed a strong desire to provide a classroom atmosphere in 
which the children felt safe and free from disappointments and failures. 
Mrs. Samuels said she had seen her own children "hurt" because a few 
teachers were insensitive to their needs. She never wanted to be 
accused of the same. Life, she said, was difficult enough for most of 
her students without the teacher deflating their egos. 
The year of this study was Mrs. Samuel's sixth year as the third 
grade teacher. She had taught four years previous to this position and 
and prior to that had substituted in all the elementary grades. She 
held a Bachelor's Degree in elementary education. 
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Mrs. Samuels also had a love for writing, often creating stories 
to share with her students as a way to get a point across, she said. 
She wrote songs and poetry for her personal enjoyment. Her love for 
classical music was also carried over into the classroom. Each day the 
children wrote and read to classical music softly playing in the back¬ 
ground . 
(3) Mrs. Perry 
Mrs. Perry was in her tenth year of teaching, eight of which had 
been as this school's fifth grade teacher. She held a Master's Degree 
in Education and had received course work in the teaching of writing in 
both her undergraduate and graduate degree programs. She had written 
several articles about teaching which she had hoped to publish but none 
had been sent to editors because, as she said, she was probably too 
critical of herself, being dissatisfied with her own writing. Someday 
she hoped to publish some of her articles. In the meantime, she enjoyed 
her journal writing. 
Mrs. Perry held high expectations for her students with a feeling 
that they needed to be teacher directed and on task. This class of 
fifth graders, Mrs. Perry said, could easily take advantage of a teacher. 
Conferring with students at her desk, she remained aware of the rest of 
the class. Everyone knew his/her assignment and became busy with the 
task at hand as soon as the period began. The perfectionism she expected 
of herself was carried over to her students. For example, she believed 
that if her students learned to form "good" paragraphs, they could then 
expand those paragraphs into stories. Final papers were to be "letter 
perfect." 
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(4) Mrs. Gordon 
Mrs. Gordon had been a Title I teacher in this school for five 
years before becoming the sixth grade teacher. She had been hired as a 
classroom teacher following the late resignation of the former teacher. 
Mrs. Gordon was a quiet person, seldom initiating conversations, 
yet open and friendly to everyone. She attempted to accommodate the 
needs of her students and other staff members and expressed empathy with 
many of her students when she spoke of them. She wanted the researcher 
to know the backgrounds of some of her students who had difficult home 
\ 
lives because she did not want to overburden them or pressure them into 
writing about subjects that might be too sensitive. 
Mrs. Gordon said she wanted to help her students cope with the next 
six years of their lives as junior high and high school students. She 
also openly expressed a need to know more about classroom procedures. 
Former Writing Program 
The former principal had introduced the first writing program to 
his staff two-and-a-half years before. The teachers were unaware of the 
theories he had based his program on but knew that he had been reading 
and hearing about the importance of writing and had introduced the pro¬ 
gram to make sure the children in his school were receiving instruction 
in writing. 
The teachers were required to keep writing folders for all their 
students which would be reviewed by the principal periodically throughout 
the year. Weekly, each student was required to write five dictated sen¬ 
tences, write assigned spelling words in sentences and use those same 
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words in a written story. In addition, the students composed some type 
of "creative" writing assigned by the teacher. All writing placed in 
the folders was expected to be "letter perfect." 
After a review of the students' work, some would be chosen for dis¬ 
play on the hall bulletin boards. There was a feeling of pride in this 
accomplishment among the children and teachers. The four teachers in 
this study felt the writing program had made them aware of the importance 
writing played in the curriculum. 
Writing as a Process 
The writing program being used for this inservice program was based 
on the recent research of Janet Emig (1971), Donald Graves (1983), and 
Lucy Calkins (1983). The writing process, as expressed by these 
researchers and many others, is not a linear act but is a recursive 
process involving all the writer's intellectual, social, and emotional 
development. 
When you write, you transcend yourself. You leave yourself 
and circle, looking at your own thinking from many vantage 
points. You circle not only what you know but who you are. 
Writing transforms the self from a one-dimensional per¬ 
sonality to a multidimensional personality. It's like draw¬ 
ing the same person from four different points of view. 
Each drawing would be of the same person, but each perspec¬ 
tive would reveal more of that person. (Graves, 1985, 
p. HD 
Graves has so effectively stated the writing process is recur¬ 
sive rather than linear, organic rather than piecemeal. Donald Murray 
added, at the 1985 National Conference of Teachers of English, that 
"When you feel you know how to describe or examine writing, watch 
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out, you're in trouble. It cannot be captured; it is too complex a prob¬ 
lem to be simply described." 
When writers become aware of the process by which they write, they 
begin to understand how they learn. Yet, it is difficult, in the maze 
of recursiveness, to clearly see and understand its make-up. Therefore, 
it becomes necessary for teachers to peel away the layers, to separate 
the parts long enough for their students to make sense of them. Once 
these individual pieces become evident, the process must once again be 
slid back together for "... they discover there is no one set proce¬ 
dure that works for every person or every piece of writing. The process 
varies widely even for the individual writer" (Graves and Stuart, 1985, 
p. 84). 
Writers and researchers do not agree on how the components of the 
writing process are broken down, nor do they agree on number of compo¬ 
nents. In fact, they do not even agree on what to call them. Some peo¬ 
ple call them phases, while others refer to them as stages. Some say 
there are three phases or stages, while others say there are five or 
six. For the sake of this document, the stages of the writing process 
will be referred to as prewriting, writing, revising, editing, and pub¬ 
lishing. 
Prewriting 
The prewriting stage is the time spent in preparation for writing. . 
Every writer, experienced or inexperienced, prepares his thinking in his/ 
her own way. Some may sharpen their pencils, rearrange their desks, 
make sure there is a good supply of paper at their fingertips; while 
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others may spend hours reading and thinking or even day-dreaming. It 
does not seem to matter what type of "writing dance" the writer goes 
through; what is important is that writers need time to "rehearse" their 
pieces before actually beginning to put their thoughts on paper. By 
talking with another person, thinking, and reading, among other activi¬ 
ties, writers begin to ask themselves questions such as, "What do I want 
to say?" "Do I have enough information?" "What is my direction?" 
taking their first step into the writing process. 
To the innocent observer, this period of time may appear to be 
unproductive, but in reality, it is a time during which the writer is 
trying to solve a problem or series of problems; a problem of what to 
write, how to tackle it and what it means (Fadiman and Howard; 
Lindemann, 1982). It is a time during which the writer reflects on his/ 
her experiences with the material at hand. "Prewriting helps us examine 
what we know; we recall ideas, relate old and new information, assess 
what the reader expects of us, and generally explore the problem from 
many angles" (Lindemann, 1982, pp. 24-25). 
Children, too, need to take these first steps and so they need a 
classroom environment that is responsive to the reasons they walk 
around the room, sharpen their pencils, talk to each other or stare out 
the window. "Staring is a small child's meditation and the chief way 
he learns" (Moffett, 1982, p. 236). This inner composing will take 
place on the playground, during story time and lunch time, as well as 
when the children know that they have a choice in what they write 
(Graves, 1983; Calkins, 1983). Gould and Boies (1978) found that 
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two-thirds of a writer's writing time was actually spent in "planning" 
instead of putting words onto the paper. 
Beginning writers need to become aware of the prewriting process, 
the reasons for it, the knowledge that there is no "right" way to use it 
nor is there a specific length of time a writer will be in it. The 
prewriting stage is as varied as the individual writers, yet the teacher 
can help the child at this stage by providing various techniques writers 
use to help their creative thought processes. "Prewriting is a temporal 
space, then, in which a variety of stimuli may evoke one or many 
responses" (Johnson, 1981, p. 233). 
Writing 
The second stage is the actual "putting pencil to paper." To some 
writers, this is easy; to others, it is sheer hard work overcoming the 
fear of the blank page alone, for in the process of combining writing 
with prewriting the writer not only reshapes his/her ideas but plans the 
direction in which the writing will take (Britton, 1975; Lindemann, 
1982). Zinsser (1980) recalled in an interview, "... writing wasn't 
easy and it wasn't fun. It was hard and lonely, and the words seldom 
just flowed" (p. 3).. Writing is not just talk on paper (Fadiman and 
Howard, 1979). The writer does not have the use of his/her hands, 
facial expression or body language to help communicate his/her thoughts. 
The writing must stand alone and that can be a frightening experience. 
The main thing is to "just get it out there," to not worry about the 
spelling, punctuation, or penmanship; for the danger, according to 
Smith (1982), is in the forgetting what was intended to be written that 
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can happen if the writing process is slowed down. The writer needs to 
know that it is all right to make false starts and to be messy at this 
stage, that the important thing is to get the ideas on paper. 
Once writers actually begin to write, they usually resent inter¬ 
ruptions, putting their full concentration into their work (Murray, 1968; 
Lindemann, 1982). They may, however, interrupt themselves to scan their 
writing for minor alterations, to rephrase a thought in their minds, 
to clarify a point or share an idea with a friend. It is within this 
conscious act of writing that the writer discovers what s/he knows 
(Gebhardt, 1977). Meaning is created as the ideas are developed on 
paper. 
Revising 
"Writing a short story, I find myself changing things from the 
moment the first word is committed to paper until the last word of the 
final draft is typed" (Wright, 1982, p. 258). It is within this 
"changing things" that "... writing begins to weave its way among many 
processes . . . [and] development . . . [is] switched to fast-forward" 
(Calkins, 1983, p. 59). 
Revision alternates between drafting, reading, changing, recopying, 
and talking. "Revising is like constructing a difficult mathematical 
equation: continually you must stop in the middle of sentences to ponder 
the right words, to search your memory for alternatives, to wonder 
whether this sentence fits what came before and comes after. ... You 
must necessarily be thinking about the reader, about the structure of 
the whole, about whether your words are true" (Elbow, 1981, P- 136). 
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For young writers, it is an especially important time to hear what they 
have written reflected back to them by their peers and teachers. 
Because "students, unlike the experienced writer, have no sense of 
the reader's needs and expectations" (Shaughnessy, 1977, p. 277), they 
assume the reader will know what they meant, even if it was not in print. 
The assumption is that the reader will fill in the missing parts. When 
a writer reads his/her piece to another person, that writer subcon¬ 
sciously begins to listen to his/herself whether the reader provides 
feedback or not. When a dialogue exists between the writer and the 
listener or reader, both people begin to express verbally what they have 
learned. It is this verbal expression that Piaget (1969) says fosters 
learning. 
Children also learn to value what their teachers value so it is 
extremely important during the revision stage that the teacher provide 
class time and instruction for revision; to crossing out mistakes, draw¬ 
ing arrows, cutting and pasting, in general, messy papers (Lindemann, 
1982; Calkins, 1983), for it is through this messiness that the child is 
approaching problem solving as illustrated by Calkins' (1983) description 
of one child's revision process 
Her fourth version of the lead shows little semblance to the 
first one, but . . . there were deliberate reasons for the 
differences. Revision . . . did not involve an arbitrary 
forward motion, nor was it bound to following a single 
recipe for revision. Instead, reading, correcting, recopy 
ing, and talking. In all, it had taken her 287 written 
words and 18 revision codes (cross-outs, arrows, stars, 
insert codes) to build a beginning which satisfied her. And 
it had taken a great many shifts between processes. vP- 59) 
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"Someone once said that a work of art is never finished, only 
abandoned. I agree" (Wright, 1982, p. 258). So when a child feels 
comfortable that s/he has made all the contextual changes that s/he can, 
the revision stage is complete. 
Editing 
Being able to write grammatically does matter because it is the 
hallmark of a competent writer. It maintains the integrity of the lan¬ 
guage, but "Composition and transcription can interfere with each other. 
. . . The problem is basically one of competition for attention. If we 
are struggling for ideas, or for particular words or constructions, or 
if our thoughts are coming too fast, then the quality of our handwriting 
or typing, spelling or punctuation is likely to decline. If we concen¬ 
trate on the transcription or appearance of what we write, on the other 
hand, then composition will be affected" (Smith, 1982, p. 21). Having 
children focus their attention on the mechanical part of writing as the 
final stage of the composing process, knowing that someone will soon 
read their piece, enables the writer to ". . . develop a sense of 
responsibility for their words, as they claim ownership and control over 
them" (Grubgeld, 1986, p. 58). 
Much of the editing may have already taken place during the revi¬ 
sion stage, even though it was not necessary at that time, for "when 
children write, they reach for the skills they need. Writing demands 
initiative. . . . Writers do not receive learning; they make it 
(Calkins, 1980, p. 2). 
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Publishing 
The final stage of the process may appear simple, yet it is the 
stage that seems to encourage children to pick up their pencils, to 
begin the process all over again. Publishing is the making of public of 
one's writing. It might be read to the class, shared with a younger 
class, mailed to a newspaper or magazine, made into hand-bound books, 
or displayed on the bulletin board. 
Determining the type of publication, the writer must become aware 
of his/her audience. Writing for another to read, said Peter Elbow 
(1981), is a gift of the self. The writer must keep in mind the audience 
of his/her story and write to that particular audience. 
Students who write only for a grade from their teachers do not have 
a real sense of audience. They have no sense of the reader's needs or 
expectations, therefore they have difficulty, if not an impossible task 
of elaborating their thoughts (Shaughnessy, 1977). Students tend not to 
think of teachers as people. They think of teachers as teachers, and 
their over-reliance on them as their only audience often produces an 
artificial writing style (Newkirk, et al., 1977) as they try to "psych" 
out what they think the teacher wanted to hear. 
Having a variety of purposes to write and a variety of audiences 
aids the writer in choosing topics that are interesting to them as 
writers and to their audience. Publishing, therefore, completes the 
cycle with a feeling of accomplishment, self-worth and ownership. 
In conclusion, if teachers' main concern is to help children develop 
as writers, they must work with them in a way that fosters that idea. 
They need to help children believe in themselves and to know that what 
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they think and say has value, that their experiences can give them 
insight for their continued learning, that within their mistakes growth 
becomes possible, and that in their classrooms they will be provided the 
support and atmosphere that fosters that growth. 
Description and Timeline 
This study began with a two hour, after-school pre-inservice 
workshop which all the teachers, including the support staff, and princi¬ 
pal were invited. The principal, special education teacher, and all the 
classroom teachers attended the workshop. 
The purpose of the workshop was to provide an opportunity for the 
researcher to meet the staff, to provide background information regarding 
the subject matter of the inservice program, and to explain the purpose 
of the research study. The workshop began with a discussion of the par¬ 
ticipants' thoughts about writing and the teaching of writing. This was 
followed by a brief overview, given by the researcher, of the recent 
research findings in the field of writing and the teaching of writing as 
a process. The needs, requirements, and timeline of the research project 
were explained. Books and materials that would be on loan during the 
inservice program were mentioned along with procedures for checking them 
out. All materials were kept in the teachers' lounge. Teachers were 
asked to inform the principal within the next few days of their desire 
to participate in this research study. The principal had everyone's 
answer directly following the workshop. 
The principal informed the teachers personally of their acceptance 
or non-acceptance into the research project within a few days after the 
workshop. 
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One week after the principal informed the four teachers chosen to 
participate, observations and interviews were arranged. The interviewer 
observed each teacher thirty to forty-five minutes during her language 
arts time. Taped interviews followed the observations at various times 
throughout the day. The purpose and directions of the SoCQ were 
explained at the end of each interview and completed questionnaires were 
collected the following day. 
The researcher met with each teacher two days after the interviews 
and observations to plan the first inservice lesson. 
Two weeks following the pre-inservice workshop, the inservice 
program began. The researcher worked in each classroom for forty-five 
minutes, three days a week for four weeks. After or before each inser¬ 
vice program, the researcher and teacher conferred about the previous 
inservice agenda and happenings and planned the next class. Several 
meetings and inservice sessions were cancelled due to snowstorms, ill¬ 
nesses, and other commitments. 
The following two weeks, the teachers worked alone assimilating 
the concepts and techniques involved in teaching writing as a process 
into their own styles. 
Two weeks later, the researcher returned. At this time, she con¬ 
ducted a second observation, interview, and asked the teachers to com¬ 
plete a second SoCQ. Conferring with each teacher at the end of the 
interviews, the teachers made the decision as to their needs for further 
inservice training. 
The next week the researcher presented a few more inservic_e_ 
lessons for those who asked for more assistance. 
73 
A week following the last lessons, a two hour, after school 
post-inservice workshop was conducted in which all classroom teachers, 
support staff, and principal were invited. All classroom teachers, 
special education teacher, and principal attended the workshop. Refresh¬ 
ments were served. 
The design of this workshop focused on the four teachers involved in 
the study. Each explained her involvement, frustrations, successes, and 
hopes. Stories written by children from each classroom were shared as 
well as comments that had been received from the community. The four 
participants encouraged the other teachers to talk with them and visit 
their classrooms. They offered their assistance to those who were 
interested in learning the writing process. 
Eleven months after the beginning of this study, the researcher 
returned to conduct final observations, interviews, and SoCQs in order 
to assess the growth that had taken place over that period of time. 
This time period was very important because it stretched over the summer 
months; a time about which a couple of teachers had concerns. They 
feared they would not remember or have the confidence to begin the 
process with a new group of students in the fall. 
In brief, the timeline, beginning in February, was: 





First observations, interviews, SoCQs 
Four-week inservice program 
Two weeks for assimilation 
Second observations, interviews, SoCQs Week 11: 
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Week 12: Continued inservice program 
Week 13: Post-inservice workshop 
Eleven Months Later: Third observations, interviews, SoCQs 
Interviews 
The teachers were interviewed at the beginning of the inservice pro¬ 
gram, after the first six weeks, and again after eleven months as a form 
of triangulation to help ascertain the concerns each teacher had and 
their conceptions about teaching writing as a process. The following 
questions were used: 
1 . What is writing? 
2. What types of writing do you do? 
3. What elements does a good writer have? 
4. What is your purpose in teaching writing? 
5. In what ways is writing important for children? 
For adults? 
6. How much time do your students have to write? 
7. What are the components in your writing program? 
8. What types of support have you received in teaching 
writing? 
9. What do you emphasize in your writing program? 
10. What is the connection between reading and writing? 
During the second interview, the above questions were repeated and 
the following added: 
1. What part of this program has been most helpful to 
you? 
2. What part of this program has been least helpful to 
you? 
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3. Do you plan to continue this program? 
4. How do you think your students feel about writinq 
now? 
5. How does this approach differ from your former approach? 
Eleven months later, the interview consisted of the following ques¬ 
tions : 
1. How has your writing program changed since last year? 
2. What was the most difficult part of the program to 
continue? 
3. What type of support would have been helpful after 
the facilitator left? 
4. What do you feel your most urgent next step is? How 
do you intend to move in that direction? 
5. Do you have any intentions to apply this process to 
other parts of your curriculum? 
6. How has your writing program affected the rest of the 
school? 
7. What influence did the facilitator have in your writing 
program? 
8. Which of the following techniques which the facilitator 
used were most helpful: presentation of theory, model¬ 
ing and demonstrations, practicing, feedback, or coach¬ 
ing for application. 
Case Study I: Mrs. Beardsley 
~TSecond Grade) 
Initial Observation--Before 
the Inservice Program 
Twelve of the thirteen desks in this second grade classroom were 
neatly arranged in a square in the center of the room. One desk was 
stationed next to the teacher's desk in front of a wall of windows over¬ 
looking the playground. A large rug outlined a relaxed reading area, 
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surrounded by shelves of reference and library books. Chalkboards at 
the front of the room provided space for small group work around a kidney¬ 
shaped table. Off to one side a listening center provided space for one 
or two children to listen to records and tapes of stories and music. The 
back wall of bulletin boards displayed children's art and stories. 
The children quietly looked up from their work as the researcher 
opened the classroom door. Mrs. Beardsley had already started the class 
but interrupted herself to momentarily introduce the researcher before 
continuing, "You can write anything you want. Use any type of paper and 
sit anywhere in the room. ... I know Paul has something exciting to 
write about. Tell us about it." 
Paul began, "Last year we got a puppy and we named it Fred." 
"How did you choose your puppy's name?" asked Mrs. Beardsley. "You 
might want to put that in your story. How many people want to choose 
their own topics?" 
Everyone, except two children, raised their hands. Mrs. Beardsley 
turned toward each child who had signified "Yes" and asked him/her to say 
something about what s/he had chosen, coming back to the two children 
who had not responded. "Do you know what you want to write yet? 
One student answered, "I'm not sure." 
"Would it help if you had the paper and pencil in your hand?" The 
student shrugged his shoulders in an "I don't know" fashion. 
Mrs. Beardsley then turned to the second student and asked if he 
had an idea. He said he did and proceeded to explain his idea. Once 
he finished, Mrs. Beardsley invited each child to choose one of three 
types of paper for a first draft and then they were to find a spot in the 
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room to work comfortably and begin writing. 
After handing out the last sheet of paper, Mrs. Beardsley looked 
around at the children quietly working in various sections of the room. 
Most of the children had remained in their seats, but several had 
sprawled out on the rug. Two boys leaned against the back wall and 
one girl chose to sit at an antique desk in the back of the room. "Who 
needs a conference?" asked Mrs. Beardsley. 
"What's a conference?" asked a child. Mrs. Beardsley paused, looked 
surprised by the question, then quickly scanned the room without answer¬ 
ing. No one else appeared interested in the question as she continued, 
"Find a place where you can work easily." 
Mrs. Beardsley moved among the children talking to each one sepa¬ 
rately, giving encouragement and positive feedback to their questions. 
The researcher also moved about the room. Several children took this 
opportunity to converse with the researcher about their writing, being 
quite excited with their ideas. Time approached for the researcher to 
leave but Mrs. Beardsley and the children were still engrossed with their 
work, totally unaware that an hour had gone by. 
Teacher Interview I--Before 
the Inservice Program 
What jU wsvUtng? Writing, according to Mrs. Beardsley, is "putting 
down how you think about things on paper . . . freedom to have an idea. 
... I think the more well read a person is, the better writer he 
becomes because his vocabulary increases . . . ideas increase and these 
are closely related." 
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Uto element dou cl good wnLtzn have.? and Wkcut h> thz conn&cjtian 
bzXw<L<Ln wading and uvyuUna? "A well-read reader is a good writer," 
added Mrs. Beardsley. The writer has "freedom of thought and not bound 
up with saying 'I can11 do it.'" A writer can "follow it through the 
way he wants to say it." 
Wkcut oft wsouttyig do you, do? "I don't do any story writing 
myself, so I can't say that is writing for me." In fact, she said, having 
the freedom of thought and the ability to follow those thoughts through 
on the paper is very difficult for her. "I get caught up in how I am 
going to do it or going from one transition to another." Writing, for 
Mrs. Beardsley, is writing letters to friends. 
What LfouA pu/ipoae tn tuacktng waiting? One purpose to teach 
writing, according to Mrs. Beardsley, was because conversing with the 
children about their writing gave her an opportunity to know her students 
better. Second, it was a dimension of language arts. Within writing, 
she could teach "spelling, punctuation, language, grammar, and reading 
as well as penmanship." She felt that seeing the children's work written 
on paper gave her a way to measure their success with the above skills. 
In what mcu/A wsuttng tmpoAXant hon. c.kiZdA.&n? Fon. culuZt!>? 
Often, she said, children who were creative could express themselves on 
paper even though they had difficulty orally. For some children, as well 
as for some adults, she continued, writing was quite difficult. 
How much £one do youA Atu.de.ntA have, to tMtuXe.? When Mrs. Beardsley 
assigned a writing topic, she allowed the children as much time as needed 
to complete the assignment. "I never look at the clock," she said. "It's 
hard to limit that kind of thing. ... You have to talk up what you're 
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going to write about ... and that takes time." Mrs. Beardsley was 
concerned that she should make writing a pleasant experience for every¬ 
one. "A lot of times they can't think of anything to say, so I'll ask 
them questions and they'll give me answers. I'll say, 'If you can say 
it, then write it.1" 
Her students wrote three days a week, ". . . if you consider writing 
as giving forth ideas." Those assignments consisted of sentences and 
stories using the weekly spelling words. The third day they were given 
a teacher directed assignment. Mrs. Beardsley tried to assign them a 
topic they were interested in. When asked by the researcher if the chil¬ 
dren ever chose their own topics, she answered they had not because she 
had always thought that was the teacher's responsibility. 
What ax.& the. compomntA in youA. iv/Utlnq p/iog^am? Preparing the 
children to write was very important to Mrs. Beardsley's writing pro¬ 
gram. The length of this time was determined by the topic itself. Once 
the children started to write, they wrote a rough draft and they exchanged 
papers with each other. After reading each other's stories, misspelled 
words were circled and the paper returned to the writer. The writer 
reread his/her story for further mistakes and then had a conference with 
the teacher. 
Mrs. Beardsley read the story to see if the writer had accomplished 
the purpose of the assignment. If the child had missed the point, she 
would work with him/her to revise the writing. "The idea is the most 
important part," she said. Once the child's thoughts were in order, she 
would point out additional errors before the studnet corrected them and 
wrote a final copy. The final copy needed to be accurate or done over. 
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"That's rare," she said. 
Miat tijp<zA o{) ALLpposut kcivz you. n.<LZQA,\j zd -in teaching mJjtinoj? 
We have done nothing as a staff. We are beginning to," she said, 
referring to the program set up by the former principal two years 
previous. Mrs. Beardsley was unaware of the background behind that pro¬ 
gram but felt the principal's purpose was "just to get a lot of writing" 
from the students. 
MkcU do you. mpkcuZzz in l(oua wsoutim? Mrs. Beardsley wanted her 
students to be able to write whenever they were asked, without fear of 
not knowing what to write. She felt that if they learned to express 
themselves, they would no longer have this fear. She emphasized this 
because not knowing what to write had always been a problem for her. 
Six-Week Inservice Program 
First Meeting Between Researcher and Mrs. Beardsley. The 
researcher asked Mrs. Beardsley to explain her writing program in more 
detail because it seemed that Mrs. Beardsley's program parallelled the 
writing process the researcher was planning to introduce. 
Mrs. Beardsley said she had decided to implement the writing process 
approach described by the researcher during the pre-inservice workshop 
without waiting for the first inservice session. She added that she 
did not understand the process completely but was so excited about it 
that she could not wait to get started. At this point, Mrs. Beardsley 
was interested in having the researcher show the students some revision 
techniques because she had given her class sufficient time to complete 
their first drafts. 
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The researcher asked Mrs. Beardsley what she was interested in doing 
or learning during the course of the inservice program. She answered 
that she wanted to know how the researcher approached writing. She also 
thought "it would be fun to write a story as a group." The researcher 
asked if she had thought about writing her own stories and sharing them 
with the children. "I never thought of that," she responded. "I was 
thinking about the class writing stories as a group." The researcher 
encouraged Mrs. Beardsley to write her own stories, reminding her that 
through writing she would better understand the problems her students 
faced with writing. Mrs. Beardsley nodded in a non-committal way. 
The researcher and Mrs. Beardsley talked further about the process 
of writing. It was decided that the researcher would introduce the con¬ 
cept of revision to the class and Mrs. Beardsley would observe, inter¬ 
acting with the class and researcher as she felt comfortable. 
First Classroom Inservice. The first class inservice took place 
the day following the first meeting. Since rapport had not been fully 
established between the researcher and the children, the researcher began 
the lesson by telling some short stories about herself and commenting how 
comfortable the children had already made her feel. Next, she explained 
two rules she expected followed. The first was to raise hands before 
commenting or asking a question. This would ensure that everyone had an 
opportunity to think about what had already been asked or said. The 
second rule involved speaking loudly enough to be heard by everyone in 
the room because each person's contribution was important. 
The researcher explained the revision component of writing, dif¬ 
ferentiating between the process of revising and the process of editing. 
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She gave credit for what the children did well already: punctuation, 
capitalization, and spelling. "When we correct spelling," the researcher 
said, it s like tuning up a car so it will run well. In fact, the per¬ 
son who does that is called a mechanic. Mechanics are important for the 
car to run. . . . You have worked hard this year learning how to be good 
mechanics so now we are going to turn our attention to how we think about 
our writing and how we put our thoughts onto paper. It's like designing 
the car first. . . . We'll call this part revision." 
Mrs. Beardsley sat toward the back of the room, listening, as the 
researcher and the children brainstormed times a writer would want to 
revise. The generated list was written on the board as the researcher 
encouraged the children to suggest what they were thinking whether they 
knew it was correct or not. The generated list included: "revision 
happens when the reader can't understand the story ... if the writer 
didn't say enough . . . and if the story doesn't have a beginning." 
The researcher shared a story she had previously written, pointing 
out the revision scribbles she had made. She then compared the reason¬ 
ing for revision with that of learning to ski. This little school, 
located in the foothills of a ski resort, provided everyone with the 
opportunity to ski. "How were you able to get better at skiing? Did you 
learn the first time you went down the hill or did you have to practice 
and practice, making mistakes and changing what you were doing?" ques¬ 
tioned the researcher. 
Wanting the children to begin to understand that writing involved 
interacting with each other, the researcher continued, "We also have to 
know how to help each other because we want everyone in this room to 
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know how to write well. We have to know the kinds of questions and com¬ 
ments that will be helpful." 
A volunteer was chosen to read her story in front of the class so 
the others could practice their questioning and commenting skills. 
Before the child read her story, the researcher explained the purpose of 
this type of sharing and how te children would be learning to phrase 
their questions and comments in order to help the writer rethink his/her 
story. 
The children began their comments and questions with the researcher 
rephrasing some. The researcher made sure she kept eye contact with 
Mrs. Beardsley nd at this point drew her into the discussion as the 
researcher helped the children with the wording of their questions and 
comments. The researcher consistently explained why she rephrased cer¬ 
tain phrases. 
At the end of the class, the researcher thanked the children for 
their attentiveness and asked that they now turn their attention back to 
their teacher, Mrs. Beardsley. 
Second Meeting Between Researcher and Mrs. Beardsley. One day had 
elapsed between the first class inservice and the second meeting. 
Mrs. Beardsley had continued helping the children revise their stories by 
having each child take his/her turn reading in front of the class (called 
an authors' circle). She had decided on the authors' circle approach 
rather than peer conferences because she felt her students would under¬ 
stand the process better and she would be able to manage the class easier 
She felt the class had performed well in the two-day interim, but 
she and the children were having some difficulty asking appropriate 
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questions. Therefore, Mrs. Beardsley wanted the researcher to observe 
an authors' circle on her second visit. Mrs. Beardsley would be in 
charge of the group yet wanted the researcher to "jump in" if she needed 
to model some appropriate questions or comments. Agreeing, the 
researcher asked permission to tape record the session so there woud be 
an accurate record for discussion later. This was agreed upon. 
Second Classroom Inservice. As soon as the researcher arrived the 
next day, Mrs. Beardsley asked the children to stop their writing and to 
sit in a circle on the rug. The youngsters quickly qathered their writ¬ 
ing and scurried over to the rug, each finding their own spaces and 
placing their stories in front of them. One boy ran to the researcher 
and gave her a hug before gently being reminded by Mrs. Beardsley that 
she had asked everyone to find a seat on the rug. Mrs. Beardsley and the 
researcher, through eye contact, positioned themselves opposite each 
other among the children. Waiting patiently for everyone to stop 
rustling their papers, Mrs. Beardsley explained the purpose of the 
authors' circle and then asked for someone to share his/her story. 
Several hands went up and one child was chosen. 
When the story was read, Mrs. Beardsley asked, "Did you know she was 
talking about the condo the whole time?" 
The class answered in unison, "Yes." 
"Did she stay on the subject?" Mrs. Beardsley immediately asked. 
"Yes," chorused the group. 
"Did she talk about her dog and cat?" 
"No," replied several children. 
■•What are you going to do now?" Mrs. Beardsley asked the writer. 
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The writer sat quietly thinking as another child raised her hand 
and without being called upon said, "Put your family into it." 
"Add who it was that you were talking about. Who were the people 
in the story?" Mrs. Beardsley enumerated without hesitation. 
The writer still made no response as another child asked if the 
story was real or not. 
"Maybe if you say who the people are, they'll know if it's real or 
not," added Mrs. Beardsley, immediately continuing, "Can you say some¬ 
thing good?" 
A few seconds elapsed before one boy raised his hand. "It was a 
good beginning." 
"Was it exciting?" asked Mrs. Beardsley. 
"Yes," chimed the class. 
"Did she talk about things we never heard before?" asked 
Mrs. Beardsley. 
Several children nodded while others replied, "Yes." 
Mrs. Beardsley thanked the girl for reading her story before calling 
on someone else to share hers. 
Several children shared their stories with similar questions and 
comments given by the other students and Mrs. Beardsley. The researcher 
asked a couple of questions but for the most part observed the group 
process. Full attention was given to each writer during the forty-five 
minute class. As the researcher was leaving, Mrs. Beardsley reminded the 
children it was time for them to get ready for math. 
Third Meeting Between Researcher and Mrs. Beardsley. Later that 
afternoon, Mrs. Beardsley and the researcher sat down to discuss the 
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morning s session. Mrs. Beardsley opened the discussion by saying, "I 
like the way you draw out what you want from the kids without telling 
them what to say. . . . It's hard to sit back and hear what you [indi¬ 
cating herself as the teacher] are saying to the kids. I can see their 
papers and see what needs to be corrected, but to get them to see it 
themselves is what I want." 
The researcher agreed with Mrs. Beardsley that the goal was to get 
the writers to see what needed to be revised. She attempted to assure 
Mrs. Beardsley that she too had difficulty at times drawing the informa¬ 
tion from the students instead of telling them. "Other teachers have the 
same problem too," the researcher pointed out. One way the researcher 
learned to improve her questioning techniques she said was to tape the 
conferences with writers. Listening to the tapes and evaluating the ques¬ 
tions she asked along with writing herself helped her improve the confer¬ 
ring techniques needed to help her young writers. 
With this, the researcher asked Mrs. Beardsley if she cared to lis¬ 
ten to parts of the tape made during the morning's authors' circle. 
Before this meeting, the researcher had listened to the tape, locating 
specific areas of reference. 
Listening to the tape, Mrs. Beardsley expressed disappointment with 
the questions she had asked. Several concerns were discussed. The 
researcher introduced her to the research Mary B. Rowe (1974) had con¬ 
ducted on "wait time" and its imoortance in providing children time to 
reflect on the question and answer, giving the child a feeling of control 
The second concern involved ways the teacher could teach within 
the framework of the authors' circle. For example, when a child asked a 
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question which provoked thought, the teacher could reinforce the appro¬ 
priateness of such a question by saying, "That was a good question 
because it helped clarify . . rewarding the type of behavior the 
teacher wanted modeled. 
The third concern dealt specifically with asking questions instead 
of telling the writer what to change, enabling the writer to keep owner¬ 
ship of his/her story. "For example," said the researcher, "When you 
said, 'Maybe if you said who the people were, they would know if it's 
real or not,' could have been rephrased to 'How do the readers know if 
your story is real or not?"' Other questions and statements were dis¬ 
cussed with Mrs. Beardsley and the researcher turning them around to 
give the writer the problem to solve. 
Mrs. Beardsley had asked some well-stated questions such as, "How 
did you know that? . . . Did he introduce his family? ... I have a 
question, did it happen in one day?" 
"You are drawing information from them at times," said the 
researcher; "You just aren't conscious of it yet." The researcher sug¬ 
gested Mrs. Beardsley try to listen to her own questions or tape her 
conferences to be listened to later as a way of improving her conferring 
techniques. 
The interaction between the researcher and teacher continued with 
questions from Mrs. Beardsley such as, "How can you think of so many 
questions that I never thought of asking?" and "What can you really hope 
to accomplish in the second grade?" 
The researcher introduced a "sharing form" (Appendix A) to be used 
when the children were conferring with each other. The purpose of the 
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form was to enable the writer to remember points that were mentioned in 
the conference. It could be used between two students or in the authors' 
circle. Mrs. Beardsley said she would give some thought as to how she 
would use it but thought it was useful because it was common for some of 
the youngsters to forget what was said about their writing. 
This meeting ended with the decision that since there would be 
several days before the next class inservice, Mrs. Beardsley would con¬ 
tinue working with the children on the revision process, focusing on 
questioning techniques. When the researcher returned, she would again 
observe Mrs. Beardsley and her second graders in an authors' circle. 
Before she left, the researcher questioned Mrs. Beardsley about the 
youngster who had hugged her at the beginning of class. Mrs. Beardsley 
answered, "Oh, that's Danny. He's our welcoming committee. He has a lot 
of problems, but is very friendly and loving." Because of time, further 
discussion about Danny had to be postponed. 
Third Classroom Inservice. The second graders continued workinq on 
their revisions until the researcher returned three school days later. 
Some children had revised three and four times, feeling comfortable with 
their changes. Mrs. Beardsley had continued the large group conferences 
in-between their revisions. 
During this session, the researcher observed the class in their 
authors' circle, conferring about each other's stories as each was read 
to the group. The writers had revised so thoroughly that most of the 
stories were being accepted as finished. The children had improved their 
comments and questions so they were saying, "I like how you changed 
I like how you started your story, it 
. . it is funnier now. . 
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made me want to hear more." 
Mrs. Beardsley appeared to be more at ease this time, practicing 
wait time and wording her questions and comments with more thought 
about the types of questions she asked. Through her modeling, the chil¬ 
dren were learning to rephrase their questions and comments so that the 
writer better understood what his/her audience liked and understood. 
Decisions were being left to the writer. 
The researcher entered into the discussion sparingly, making eye 
contact with Mrs. Beardsley when she did. Mrs. Beardsley soon followed 
with a question that demonstrated she understood what the researcher was 
modelling, yet Mrs. Beardsley put it in her own style. 
As the children spoke about each other's work, Mrs. Beardsley filled 
in the information on the "sharing form," handing it to the writer when 
she finished. Mrs. Beardsley had chosen to fill out the forms for the 
children so that they could keep their full attention on listening to the 
questions and comments being given. 
Fourth Meeting Between Researcher and Mrs. Beardsley. The fourth 
meeting took place in the afternoon of the same day. Mrs. Beardsley felt 
the students were ready to move onto the next step of the writing process 
the editing stage. The researcher spoke of various approaches to editing 
asking Mrs. Beardsley to decide what approach she felt would fit her 
class needs. Mrs. Beardsley suggested the researcher demonstrate some 
editing techniques in the classroom before a decision was made. 
There were some specific areas of the editing process that 
Mrs. Beardsley needed clarified. One had to do with spelling. She had 
already instructed the children to read their stories to each other as 
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they composed, giving each other suggestions. During this time, 
Mrs. Beardsley noticed that the children seldom recognized each other's 
spelling errors. This surprised her but it did not surprise the 
researcher. It corroborated what she had found to be true in her own as 
well as in other classrooms. 
It was Mrs. Beardsley's feeling that a spelling error, if not recog¬ 
nized by the children, but noticed by the teacher, should be corrected 
immediately, whether the child was at the editing stage or not. Her 
reasoning was that once a child misspelled a word over and over, it 
became a pattern. Patterns become difficult to break. Believing this, 
her concern was whether she should correct these errors when she saw 
them or whether she should wait until later. And in so doing, would she 
be interferring with the children's thinking process? 
The researcher spoke of several theories concerning spelling along 
with the ways she hqd observed other teachers handle the question of 
spelling errors. The final decision concerning this class, the researcher 
said, rested in the hands of Mrs. Beardsley. As the researcher had 
pointed out in many of their prior conversations, there was no "one right 
way" to do anything. 
The researcher suggested that Mrs. Beardsley might want to discuss 
this issue with the children. Involving the children in the decision 
would no doubt, said the researcher, shed some light onto the effects of 
the decision. Whatever Mrs. Beardsley decided, added the researcher, 
keeping the children verbally aware of decisions meant that they would 
know what was expected of them, enabling them to support each other and 
the teacher. 
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Mrs. Beardsley then wanted to discuss two students she was concerned 
about. Both were boys. The first child, Ben, asked if he could begin a 
new story after he had worked on another one for several days. He told 
Mrs. Beardsley that he did not have enough information to continue. He 
turned down her offer to help him because he had a new idea and wanted to 
get started on that one. Mrs. Beardsley was not sure it was all right to 
let him throw the first story away and begin again. 
After some clarifying questions were asked, the researcher gave 
Mrs. Beardsley several alternatives to think about. The decision was 
left up to Mrs. Beardsley. 
The second student was Danny, the boy who met the researcher with a 
hug every time he saw her. Danny, as Mrs. Beardsley explained, had emo¬ 
tional problems. In school, he had difficulty in all the language arts 
areas, receiving special help from the Special Education teacher. 
During his first grade year, Danny had had such difficulty reading 
that his teacher tried to make learning to read more personal. She 
required Danny to write an experience story everyday, teaching him to 
read from his own writing. He had been promoted to Mrs. Beardsley's 
room last year as a second grader but had failed to master enough to be 
promoted to the third grade; so this was his second year in the second 
grade. 
Danny had been quite a problem his first year in second grade, 
refusing to write most of the time, especially if his perception was 
that the topic was personal. He did contribute to class projects, but 
was subject to verbal outbursts if pressured to write. Mrs. Beardsley 
had counterbalanced this by permitting Danny the right to determine 
92 
when he would write. 
The researcher was somewhat familiar with this child because not 
only did he hug her everyday, but one day he had pulled her to the side 
and asked if she would read his story. It really wasn't a story, he 
said, but a letter. "It's okay to write a letter, isn't it?" he asked. 
The researcher had listened as he read his letter about the school 
guidance counselor. The one page letter explained why Danny liked being 
with this particular person. 
"Before he wrote that letter," said Mrs. Beardsley, "he refused to 
listen to anyone else's ideas about what he should write, asking to go 
over to see Mr. Smith. Mr. Smith and Mrs. Beardsley had agreed that 
Danny could go to Mr. Smith's office whenever Danny felt the need. This 
time, however, Mrs. Beardsley requested that Danny talk to Mr. Smith 
about a writing topic because he would need to have a topic before he 
could go to lunch. 
Danny had returned from Mr. Smith's room without a topic, so 
Mrs. Beardsley sat with Danny through recess while he tried to think of 
one. Nothing, said Mrs. Beardsley, seemed to work until she asked him if 
he liked school. He replied that he did, so Mrs. Beardsley replied, "Why 
don't you write about that." The letter was the result. 
Mrs. Beardsley's concern was how to encourage future writings from 
Danny. The researcher and Mrs. Beardsley continued their conversation 
about Danny and his inability to write. The researcher ended by saying 
that Mrs. Beardsley needed to accept the fact that Danny might not become 
a writer this year. No matter, she added, how much a teacher wants a 
child to write, there may be too much going on in the child's personal 
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life to allow him/her to risk what was needed to put his thoughts on 
paper. Positive reinforcement and providing an environment in which 
Danny felt safe to make some risks were two important contributions 
Mrs. Beardsley was already providing him. 
"You can't force him?" Mrs. Beardsley said in a tone that was as 
much a statement as a question. 
"No, you can't," answered the researcher, giving an example from 
her own teaching experience in which she was unable to get one of her 
former students to write, routinely. 
"I wonder if I've let him get away with it [not writing] too long," 
Mrs. Beardsley continued. "He knows if he doesn't want to write he will 
get away with it." 
The researcher and Mrs. Beardsley spoke a while longer about how 
some children try to manipulate the teacher in order to avoid writing 
when the real problem is actually their fear of risking. 
At the close of this meeting, the researcher went back over her 
notes, recalling that she would present a way of editing to the class 
during the next inservice. 
Fourth Classroom Inservice. The next day, the researcher presented 
the idea of editing to the class. Reasons for editing, what constituted 
editing, and ways writers help each other were covered by the researcher 
asking questions and the students answering from their previous experi¬ 
ences with editing. Mrs. Beardsley spoke with them about their spelling 
errors and suggested her idea of correcting misspelled words as she saw 
them. The children readily accepted her suggestion. 
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An editing checklist (Appendix A) was introduced which enabled the 
children to decide which editing skill(s) they wanted to focus on for 
that particular story. Once the skill(s) was identified, it was sug¬ 
gested the writer work with a peer in correcting the story before having 
a conference with the teacher. 
Fifth Meeting Between the Researcher and Teacher. When the 
researcher and Mrs. Beardsley met, later that day, Mrs. Beardsley felt 
the children had understood the editing process quite well. She would 
continue working with them the next day. 
Mrs. Beardsley wanted everyone to have a finished product of some 
type and was very interested in the book making technique that had been 
shown during the pre-inservice workshop. She thought the students would 
welcome the idea--all but Danny. Since he had written a letter, she 
wondered how he would react, not making a book. 
Her concern about Danny, as well as the process of book making, was 
discussed. She also questioned what she should do in the writing pro¬ 
gram after the books were made. Wouldn't the children be bored writing 
another story so soon? Would they be able to think of new topics? 
Should the class be held together at the same pace? These questions, 
among others, were discussed. 
The idea of book making was new to Mrs. Beardsley and there was no 
time she and the researcher could meet again before the next class inser¬ 
vice, so it was decided the researcher would make the necessary prepara¬ 
tions for the class as well as teach it. Mrs. Beardsley would learn how 
to make the books alongside her students. 
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Fifth Classroom Inservice. Materials in hand, the researcher walked 
into the second grade classroom, two school days later, to find everyone 
quietly seated at their desks, hands folded and resting on their desks, 
patiently waiting to begin their books. Mrs. Beardsley immediately 
stepped forward and asked how she could be of help. Listening, along 
with the children, to the researcher's directions, Mrs. Beardsley 
assisted the children in this process. Students also helped each other 
so that by the end of the class period, everyone had a completed book. 
Illustrations would be added the next day. 
Mrs. Beardsley had spoken to Danny earlier, permitting him to decide 
his course of action. Danny decided to visit Mr. Smith during this 
period, understanding that he would learn to make his book once he had a 
story. 
Sixth Classroom Inservice. Due to snowstorms and winter vacation, 
it was eight school days before the researcher followed up with the 
eighth classroom inservice. She and Mrs. Beardsley spoke briefly on the 
telephone, deciding to continue with the children reading their "pub¬ 
lished" stories in front of the whole class. 
As soon as the researcher entered the room, several children ran 
over to her, books in hand, wanting her to see their books. She talked 
with several children as she worked her way over to the rug where 
Mrs. Beardsley waited for the authors' circle. 
Mrs. Beardsley asked the reseracher to take charge of this class, 
so the researcher placed a chair among the children already beginning to 
settle down. This chair, she explained, was the "author's chair" and 
that each writer would take his/her place in this special chair as s/he 
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read his/her special story to the class. 
"Since," the researcher continued, "your stories are finished and 
published, it would be nice to share them officially with everyone in the 
class. This is not the time," she added, "to be critical of a story but 
to tell the author what you like about his/her writing." She gave exam¬ 
ples of what she meant between positive and negative comments, specific 
and general comments. The purpose of the comments was to identify tech¬ 
niques writers use that might be used another time not only by that 
writer but by other classroom writers. "And," she added, "it's always 
nice to hear people tell us what we do well." 
Writers took their turns, sitting in the author's chair, reading 
their stories and sharing their illustrations as the listeners commented 
that the illustrations helped make the stories interesting and some 
stories even funnier. Questions such as, "How did you think of that 
topic?" and "Why didn't you tell how your mother felt?" were two of the 
many questions asked. 
The children volunteered to read, no one was forced. Everyone 
raised his/her hand to read, even Danny. He had a xerox copy of his 
letter since the original now belonged to Mr. Smith. Danny took his 
place in the author's chair and proudly shared his work. He barely 
looked at the words on the page, knowing almost every word by heart. 
When Danny finished his letter, everyone clapped, just as they had 
done for each child who had proceeded him; then raised their hands to 
comment on his writing. The first child asked why Danny had chosen to 
write a letter instead of a story. Danny just shrugged his shoulders 
in an "I don't know" fashion and called on another child. "I liked the 
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way you described Mr. Smith," this child said. "It made me want to spend 
time with him too." Sam's face broke into a shy smile. 
The author's circle continued for the rest of the period with each 
child having an opportunity to share his/her published story. 
Seventh Meeting Between Researcher and Mrs. Beardsley. Evaluation 
became the topic of discussion following the seventh inservice session. 
Even though teachers were only required to show the children's growth in 
penmanship and spelling, Mrs. Beardsley was interested in knowing what a 
second grader was capable of accomplishing in the other aspects of writ¬ 
ing. She and the researcher discussed teacher evaluation and student 
evaluation, focusing on what should determine the second grade language 
arts curriculum. It was decided that the researcher would direct a dis¬ 
cussion about evaluation during the next inservice session. 
Mrs. Beardsley expressed concern for ways to involve everyone in the 
school in the writing process. Suggestions were given but no decisions 
were made at this time. 
Seventh Classroom Inservice. Two days later, the researcher and the 
children talked about the evaluation of their writing beginning with what 
the children thought a "good" writer did, types of questions that were 
helpful to second graders and how they felt about their own writing 
process. Several children volunteered to talk about their individual 
stories. "I liked how I did my pictures," commented one girl, while 
another said, "I changed one story into, two stories." "I need to try to 
make my stories longer," said another. "I skipped words I needed," com¬ 
mented one boy. Mrs. Beardsley, seated among the children, quietly 
listened. 
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The researcher ended this session by reading two short library 
books, conducting a discussion on how these two authors made their 
stories interesting. 
Eighth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Beardsley. Discus¬ 
sion immediately began about the connection of reading and writing, ways 
to teach language arts skills within the writing process, and implica¬ 
tions of doing so. 
Since Mrs. Beardsley and her class were now familiar with the com¬ 
ponents of the writing process, the researcher supported letting the chil¬ 
dren write at their own pace for the next few weeks. The children were 
already beginning to do this with some just beginning new drafts, others 
were already revising, and some were still thinking about their topics. 
The researcher also suggested that Mrs. Beardsley try to write a story 
of her own at this time. She would give some thought to her own writ¬ 
ing. 
Mrs. Beardsley felt quite comfortable with the writing process at 
this time, so it was decided the researcher would basically observe 
during the next inservice to see if there were areas that should be 
addressed. 
Eighth Classroom Inservice. The children were already involved in 
an authors' circle by the time the researcher arrived in the classroom 
the next day. One child had just completed his reading of a new story 
about a movie he had seen. Hands raised as the author called on several 
children. "What day did you go to the movie?" asked the first boy. "I 
went last Saturday," answered the writer. “What was the title?" asked 
another. "The middle was boring," quipped the next student when called 
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upon. Mrs. Beardsley quickly cut in, "Why was the middle of the story 
boring to you, Alison?" The discussion continued for a few minutes 
before Mrs. Beardsley asked, "What did you like about this story?" This 
question shifted the comments to the writer's techniques. 
Several other children shared their stories. Another child, Betty 
Jane, had written about bald eagles. She had gotten the idea from a news¬ 
paper article she had read at home. The article reported that someone 
had killed a bald eagle. Betty Jane brought the article to school and 
had shared it with Mrs. Beardsley. Mrs. Beardsley suggested she find out 
more about bald eagles by getting some books about them from the library. 
Betty Jane's story reflected the newspaper article and the library read¬ 
ing she had done. The researcher had to leave before Betty Jane had com¬ 
pleted her story. 
Ninth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Beardsley. 
Mrs. Beardsley began this meeting by following up on what happened after 
the researcher left. The children had been very interested in Betty 
Jane's approach to her story and felt that Betty Jane needed to say what 
she would do about saving bald eagles. Betty Jane was so emotionally 
involved with her story that she began to cry, saying that she did not 
know what she should do about saving bald eagles. Several children came 
to her rescue, suggesting the class make posters to be displayed in store 
windows to inform people that bald eagles were an endangered species. 
Letters could also be sent to the newspaper. Betty Jane liked the poster 
idea, so Mrs. Beardsley allotted time for the class to discuss further 
these preparations. 
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This second grade teacher was elated with the excitement and direc¬ 
tion writing was taking her students. Topics were as varied as her stu¬ 
dents. Children were writing about what they were afraid of, things they 
wished they had; several people were writing about their vacations, 
dreams, and what they would do when they grew up. Time passed so quickly 
that the discussion never turned toward the reason the researcher had 
observed the authors' circle, so it was decided the researcher would 
observe the class once again focusing this time on the types of questions 
and comments being made in the authors' circle. 
Ninth Classroom Inservice. Two days later, when the researcher 
walked into the classroom she noticed the bulletin board sported a NEWS 
FLASH. An article from the Boston newspaper on Dr. Seuss had been placed 
on display in a prominent place with several of his books displayed 
below. 
Once again the children were seated in the authors' circle. 
Mrs. Beardsley always gave the children time to write before the 
researcher worked with them, feeling that the researcher could be more 
helpful at the authors' circle than at the drafting stage. 
Mrs. Beardsley sat quietly among the children, writing comments on the 
sharing forms as the writer chose one child after another to share sug 
gestions and questions about the story just read. Mrs. Beardsley con¬ 
tinued to model "wait time" and appropriate questioning techniques when 
needed, otherwise allowing the children to carry most of the responsi¬ 
bility for the discussion. The children responded in a caring manner 
toward each other. "I like the way you described your dog," and 
"Isn't that what we suggested you change yesterday?" were the types of 
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comments shared. 
Danny, who had quietly sat through most of the authors' circles, 
was beginning to add to the discussions. As yet, he had not written 
since his letter, but showed an interest in what others were writing. 
Tenth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Beardsley. 
Mrs. Beardsley, among other concerns, brought up her delight in Danny's 
interactions during the authors' circle, but still felt unsure as to 
how much she should "push" him. Mrs. Beardsley wanted to encourage his 
writing yet not scare him by pushing too hard, too fast. The researcher 
reinstated what she and the teacher had discussed in earlier conversa¬ 
tions about Danny, reminding Mrs. Beardsley that as his teacher and 
closest person to Danny at this time, she would have to make all the 
final decisions regarding her actions. Some would no doubt be suc¬ 
cessful and others would be less successful. The researcher pointed 
out, however, that Danny was already learning from his classmates 
because he was beginning to open up and join in the discussions. It 
was obvious that Danny was beginning to feel safe enough to take some 
risks. 
The discussion that followed covered the observations the researcher 
had made in the last two classes and then turned to various record keep¬ 
ing devices that might be used to follow students1 progress now that 
everyone was working in a different phase of the process. An "Intensions 
form (Appendix A) was accepted by Mrs. Beardsley as a simple way of help¬ 
ing the second graders remain in charge of their learning while provid- 
ing her with an account of their actions. 
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Mrs. Beardsley felt quite comfortable with the techniques used in 
the writing process yet invited the researcher in for a last observation 
before the two week interval. 
Eleventh Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Beardsley. The 
researcher and teacher met, just briefly, to go over the procedures for 
the remaining inservice program. Mrs. Beardsley did not think there 
would be any major concerns during the two weeks the researcher would not 
be there but added that she was looking forward to her return. 
Twelfth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Beardsley. Return¬ 
ing after two weeks' absence, the researcher found Mrs. Beardsley had a 
lot to talk over with her. The children were working on their second, 
and for some, their third books. Mrs. Beardsley was amazed and excited 
that no one had complained about not knowing what to write. In fact, 
she was sure if she let them, they would write all morning. 
During the researcher's absence, the class had written individual 
invitations to their parents to join the class in an authors' party. 
The class made refreshments from a Winnie the Pooh recipe and planned to 
have each person read one of his/her published stories. 
All of the children's folders had been placed on their desks so 
their parents could view the rough drafts as the teacher explained the 
writing process to over twenty people, including grandparents who 
attended the party. Mrs. Beardsley and the children were very proud of 
their work as well as their party. Parents openly supported their 
efforts. 
There were still a few concerns that Mrs. Beardsley had at this 
time. Although she was feeling quite comfortable with the process, she 
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was still worried about Ben and Danny. Ben had started a new story, 
decided he did not like it and asked to start a different one again. 
After working on the second one for awhile, he wanted to abandon that one 
too. Mrs. Beardsley was concerned that this might be a sign of his 
immaturity. 
The researcher presented different approaches that had been previ¬ 
ously mentioned and again told Mrs. Beardsley that she, as his teacher, 
would have to decide how to proceed. 
Danny was still a puzzlement to Mrs. Beardsley. He did not want 
to write. Mrs. Beardsley had spent several sessions suggesting topics 
and asking him what his interests were. "He will talk and talk but I 
can't get him to write it down," said Mrs. Beardsley. 
The teacher presented techniques that she herself had tried, read 
about, or heard other teachers try in order to reassure Mrs. Beardsley 
there was no easy or correct solution to this type of problem. After 
further discussion, it was decided that the researcher would try to work 
with Danny to see if she could shed some light onto his writing diffi¬ 
culty. 
Tenth Classroom Inservice. The next day, the researcher entered the 
classroom to find the children involved in their writing work. Some were 
working on their first drafts, others were revising. There were peer 
conferences and teacher-student conferences being held. The researcher 
moved around the room, purposely talking with various students before 
moving around to Danny. 
Danny was sitting at his desk looking at a book about animals. The 
researcher asked him what he was writing, and he shrugged his shoulders 
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She then asked how he enjoyed his vacation. Again he shrugged his 
shoulders. "Looks like you must have been bored," she said. He shook 
his head, yes. "Did you go skiing?" asked the researcher. Danny's 
head shook, no. "Did you go to a movie?" Danny shook his head, yes. 
The researcher continued asking questions and each time she got an 
affirmative head shake she wrote a sentence in her notebook. The sen¬ 
tences began with "I had a boring vacation. I went to a movie that was 
boring too." After she had written six sentences, she stopped and 
said, "Want to read the story you just told me?" 
"Is that my story?" questioned Danny as he looked at the writing. 
"Well, it's the one we just did together." 
At that moment, another child approached Danny and asked if Danny 
would listen to his story. The researcher slid her chair back to give 
space for the new child. Once the child read to Danny, Danny said, 
"Want to hear mine?" and attempted to read what the researcher had 
written. The researcher helped him with words he had difficulty read¬ 
ing. Once he finished and before anyone could say anything, Danny ran 
over to Mrs. Beardsley and said, "Want to hear the story I just wrote? 
Mrs. Beardsley replied, "Sure," as she looked across to the 
researcher and smiled. The researcher left the room as Danny continued 
to talk to his teacher. 
Thirteenth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Beardsley. Later 
that day, the researcher explained to Mrs. Beardsley the tactic she had 
taken with Danny, adding, "I did not know for sure if it would work, 
just as you will not always know. All of us rely on our experiences and 
our intuitions about how to handle situations." Mrs. Beardsley revealed 
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that she felt, as the teacher, that she had to have all the answers. 
No future meetings or inservice sessions were scheduled, but the 
researcher reminded Mrs. Beardsley that she would be available if 
needed. 
Fourteenth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Beardsley. Two 
days later, Mrs. Beardsley asked to talk with the researcher. She 
expressed a new concern that now existed about Danny. He was so proud 
of "his" new story that he refused to revise it, not even one word. 
Mrs. Beardsley was again hesitant to force him. The researcher 
reiterated again ways to prompt some action, yet Mrs. Beardsley remained 
hesitant. Mrs. Beardsley finally asked the researcher to work with Danny 
one more time so she could observe the interaction. 
Eleventh Classroom Inservice. Sitting next to Danny, the 
researcher waited until Danny spoke to her. When he finally did, he 
asked the researcher to read his story. Instead, the researcher asked if 
he had made any changes since they had written it. Danny answered that 
he had not because he liked it just as it was. "Then I guess I don t 
need to read it because I already know what it says, the researcher 
answered. "Are you sure there's not something you could say better?" 
"No," commented Danny. 
"Do you know that all you have to do is change one word and it s 
revised?" continued the researcher. 
"I only have to change one word?" he asked. 
The researcher nodded "yes" but did not comment. After a few 
moments of silence, Danny proceeded to look over his paper and finally 
said, "I could change this," pointing to one part. 
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After the researcher wrote the change, she said, "Do you realize 
you changed more than one word?" 
"Yep!" he said, and then continued to tell her other changes he 
wanted to make. When Danny seemed to be finished, the researcher excused 
herself and went to help someone else. 
Fifteenth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Beardsley. Later 
that afternoon, the researcher was quick to inform Mrs. Beardsley that 
she really was not sure her approach would work with Danny and it might 
not have with a different child. She took the risk based on her experi¬ 
ence and with her knowledge of Danny. 
Before the researcher and Mrs. Beardsley completed their meeting, 
many aspects of teaching in general and writing, in particular, were dis¬ 
cussed. Mrs. Beardsley never ceased having questions and concerns, so 
the researcher suggested they touch base with each other again in two 
days. 
Sixteenth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Beardsley. 
Mrs. Beardsley felt confident to continue the writing process alone 
yet asked if the researcher would be available for short chats. The 
researcher assured her that she would stop in to see how things were 
going. 
Reflecting upon the past weeks' experiences, Mrs. Beardsley said, 
"I used to have such an empty feeling about writing. Now writing is one 
of the most important features of the day." 
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Second Observation--After the 
Six Week Inservice Program 
The children were seated in the authors' circle listening to one of 
their classmates read as the researcher walked into the room. The story, 
titled Amazing Mary, was about one of the girls in the classroom. When 
the author finished, she spoke about her own story before calling on a 
classmate. "I think there are too many 'she's' in it." Several children 
nodded in agreement. A hand raised and the writer called on that child. 
"You told a lot about Mary and I know she really does those things too," 
said the child, as Mrs. Beardsley recorded the responses onto the sharing 
form. 
Child after child read his/her story with listeners responding with 
questions and statements such as: "I think you need a beginning. Where 
did you get the idea for your story? He’ has a good ending. How did you 
know it was a sand wasp? I liked the whole story. It soundslike she 
did a lot of work. I liked when the bunny jumped so high he landed on a 
cloud; it put a picture in my head." 
The children had full control of the authors' circle. No disci¬ 
plining was required and everyone's attention rested on the writer. 
Mrs. Beardsley quietly filled out the sharing forms, adding a question 
or comment sparingly. 
The researcher began to make her exit just as Danny raised his hand 
to read. Danny read his story about his vacation. The story. My. 
Vacation, was the revised edition of the one he and the researcher had 
begun. My Vacation was not about his "boring vacation" but had become 
a story about playing with a friend and having fun. 
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There were two noticeable differences in the appearance of this 
second grade classroom since the first observation. One was the mate¬ 
rial on Dr. Seuss posted on the bulletin board. The second was the dis¬ 
play of reading material. As usual, there were a variety of library 
books, but added to those shelves were hand-bound books made by these 
second grade writers. 
Teacher Interview 11--After the 
Six-Week Inservice Program 
What U> wsUttng? "Writing is," as Mrs. Beardsley expressed in her 
first interview, "putting your thoughts on paper. It's expressing your¬ 
self . . . it's sharing . . . it's fun." 
What element* doe-6 a good wsute.si have? A good writer, according to 
Mrs. Beardsley, is capable of making the subject matter "informative, 
exciting, keeping [the reader's] attention, remaining on the subject, 
knowledgeable and fun." 
What type 06 wnjjting do uou do? Mrs. Beardsley included reports on 
children and other school-related writing as types of writing along with 
the letter writing she had mentioned in her first interview. 
What you*. puApo^e in teaching mlting? "Now that I've seen the 
process," Mrs. Beardsley explained, "it's changed my teaching from being 
a ritual thing where I'm teaching something that somebody else has 
thought out to something that children are thinking out and I'm thinking 
out with them. Instead of having someone else's answers all the time, 
they're thinking, I'm thinking, and we're exploring new dimensions." 
In lAjkat m.w> uisuLting ImyoKtant {\on. c.fUZd/i&n? Foa. adults ?_ It s 
important for children to write because they need to feel the freedom to 
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put down the ideas they have." "The writing process," said 
Mrs. Beardsley, "doesn't inhibit them." Mrs. Beardsley also felt it was 
important for adults to go through the writing process before they teach 
it. 
Holv mack -time do ljoua AtudznXA have, to wkaXq.1 and (JiJkcU QAe the 
comjoon&ntA o{\ ufouA wsUtlnq p^oqA.am? Mrs. Beardsley's second graders now 
wrote an hour a day. This writing time was utilized by working on topics 
of the children's choosing. Each person was at a different stage of the 
writing process; some were prewriting, others were discussing a topic 
with someone else in the room, brainstorming, composing on paper, con¬ 
ferring with two or three people, rewriting, editing, or having a con¬ 
ference with the teacher, among other things. 
Mrs. Beardsley liked to have the children use the authors' circle 
approach over individual conferences because she felt the large group 
saved time. No matter if the children conferred on a one-to-one or in 
a large group, however, questions, such as "How did you get this idea? 
[and] What do you have trouble doing?" were heard. 
What do tfou. emptoize In l^oua All of the stages in the 
writing process were treated equally, according to Mrs. Beardsley. I 
used to be more concerned with mechanics," she said. "I'm now con¬ 
cerned with their writing." 
Dlha£ it, tht. cxmnztfion between Teading md twining? Throughout this 
inservice, more questions were raised than were answered concerning read¬ 
ing and writing, according to Mrs. Beardsley. She felt her children were 
learning to read from their writing because, "When they're reading, 
they're just reading an answer. When they're writing, they're putting to 
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work what they ve learned. ... I haven't really experienced enough to 
give an answer to the connection between reading and writing yet," stated 
Mrs. Beardsley. 
Wkat Aupposit fiave t/oa ^ecex.ved -in £e.adtinq waiting? 
Mrs. Beardsley felt her recent support had been the researcher and the 
principal. She appreciated the principal for not structuring the second 
grade classroom schedule because this gave Mrs. Beardsley the "freedom 
... to choose" when and how she wanted to teach writing. 
iulkout pant oh pn.oqn.am ka6 bzzn mobt k&lpAul to you? "The whole 
thing. It's completely changed my ideas on writing. I'm doing things 
now that I didn't think were possible . . . especially with this age. 
... We were writing before, but we weren't letting children help make 
decisions about their writing. ... Now they're critically looking at 
their own work." 
What ycuvt ok £ku> yKoonam haa been leaAt helpful to you? 
Mrs. Beardsley felt the books and articles, provided by the researcher, 
were the least helpful because she did not have time to read them. "They 
would have been a big asset if I'd had more time." 
Vo you plan to continue tkii, pswqnam? "Oh, yes. I'll probably use 
it all the time." When asked if she thought she would continue the pro¬ 
gram next year, she replied, "I'll probably start the first day because 
I want to see how much it will change if you start right away. 
How do you tklnk youA btmdznU fail about u)/uM.ng now? "Oh, they 
love it. They like it more than ever." Mrs. Beardsley felt she spoke 
for everyone when she said she thought the children would rather write 
than do anything else, "even the children who didn't like to write." 
Ill 
Mrs. Beardsley felt that because her students were so positive about 
this new approach to writing they had interested their parents. During 
the two-week interval when the researcher was gone, the second graders 
had a book party in which the parents were invited. All but three of the 
children were represented by a relative even though the party was during 
the school day when most parents were working. The children had read 
their stories, and Mrs. Beardsley presented the writing process struc¬ 
ture. "We talked about writing. We talked about evaluation. I showed 
them the children's rough drafts." Most of the audience expressed their 
support. One parent was concerned that she was not teaching tradi¬ 
tionally enough. "That parent," said Mrs. Beardsley, "felt the child was 
learning to dilly-dally." Mrs. Beardsley was not too concerned about 
that one parent, especially after the parent-teacher conferences which 
followed weeks later. Mrs. Beardsley noted that more parents attended 
that parent-teacher conference than usual and their discussions seemed to 
center around their children's growth and excitement with writing. 
How do&4 this approach. /\n.om uoua ^omzn. appA.oa.ck? In the 
former writing program, Mrs. Beardsley took the responsibility for choos¬ 
ing the writing topics. She found this task difficult, yet felt it was 
her responsibility as the teacher. "Now, they write on their own sub¬ 
jects, revising and correcting them." 
Third Observation--Eleven 
Months Later 
The second grade classroom was arranged similar to the year before. 
Fifteen desks formed a block in the center of the room. A poster hung 
above the front chalkboard alongside the alphabet. This poster noted 
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when a writer might choose to revise a story. A stack of newly hand- 
bound books written by second graders were stacked on the corner of the 
teacher's desk. 
As happened so often the year before, the children were already 
seated on the rug for authors' circle when the researcher entered the 
room. Each child held a writing folder on his/her lap. Tommy was read¬ 
ing his story. Tomorrow Is Christmas, as the rest of the class quietly 
listened. When he finished, the teacher commented, "I see you made a 
lot of changes. What do you like about it?" The hands raised and Tommy 
called on a classmate. "The end was good," commented one little girl. 
"Why was it good?" asked Mrs. Beardsley. 
"Because he got a present," the child continued. 
"I liked it when the father said he didn't want to help but the 
mother said okay and gave him the present anyway," called out another 
youngster. 
Mrs. Beardsley watched the writer's reaction to the comments before 
she continued, "You explained why the boy didn't have a present, Tommy. 
What's your next step?" 
"To check it with you," answered Tommy. 
"Who else?" continued Mrs. Beardsley. 
Tommy thought for a moment and then answered, "A friend. 
Finding that Tommy was not going to provide additional information 
unless it was solicited, Mrs. Beardsley said, "What for? 
"Capitals . . . punctuation," answered Tommy. 
"Is there someone else who'd like to work with Tommy? 
Mrs. Beardsley asked the group. Several children raised their hands 
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and Tommy chose Susan. 
Mrs. Beardsley turned her attention to another child, asking her to 
read her story to the group. The sharing group continued for thirty 
minutes with various students reading their stories, calling on class¬ 
mates to comment and deciding, with their teacher's help, what their next 
steps should be. 
After thirty minutes, the group became fidgety, so Mrs. Beardsley 
asked how many were getting tired. Several youngsters raised their hands 
and Mrs. Beardsley replied they would soon be finished. The children 
accepted this answer and resettled themselves for the final stories. 
They were finishing the sharing time as it was time for the researcher 
to leave the room. 
Teacher Interview Ill- 
After Eleven Months 
Holv h.&t> of qua wsvLtinq ph-ognam ckanq2.d 6^.nce IcL&t c/z&r? "I've 
expanded, still staying with the basic style" [introduced during the 
inservice program]. This year, she found the children "are writing more 
and have more consistent follow through." "Last year," she continued, 
"I felt the basics were reading, spelling and math. This year, writing 
is one of the basics." 
Wkcut IMCU> tke. m06t dbUUcuJU ycwt o/^ the moQt-am to continue.? The 
most difficult part of the program was the asking of questions. "Last 
year, I felt I was letting the kids down because I couldn't come up with 
the right questions without criticizing their papers. I thought I wasn't 
asking the right questions. I found out I don't have to. You develop 
with them [the writers]. I'm growing as they write." Mrs. Beardsley 
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felt she had overcome the problem of asking the "right questions" by 
"just doing it . . . not avoiding it." 
Wkcut typo. o{\ &u.pponjt would have been helpful afiteA the {\<x(iiJUJiatoK 
le/vt? Mrs. Beardsley wished she had had some parents volunteer to type 
the completed stories once they were ready for publication. She was 
going to extend an invitation to the parents through the school newspaper 
in hopes of getting a response. 
What do you IzoJL youA moi>t unqznt n&x£ btup 'U? and How do you 
^intund to move In that cLOinction? Mrs. Beardsley wanted to continue 
learning ways to help the students' progress with writing. She was plac¬ 
ing her energy into "tuning into their individual needs." One boy, for 
example, always said, "I can't." Mrs. Beardsley prodded the child by 
repeatedly saying, "You will," indicating he would, in time. "You teach 
each individual. ... As I learn to know them, I can take them further," 
she concluded. 
Another concern that Mrs. Beardsley had this year was knowing how to 
keep her students interested in writing. "I have some kids right now 
[December] that are at the same place my kids were last year in April. 
I have one student now who is beginning paragraph writing." 
Mrs. Beardsley was hesitant to teach the skills that were being taught 
at the third grade level, yet some of her second graders were already 
attempting to use those skills. This left her in a quandry because of 
the lack of communication among the staff. 
Hou) ka6 youA waiting ynogncm a.^^ctud thz ntet the. t>dnool?_ Time 
as well as professional and personal commitments, had kept the teachers 
from interacting with each other; thus, Mrs. Beardsley expressed some 
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frustration with the coordination she felt was needed with the writing 
program. "I regret we don't talk to each other." She had brought the 
issue up in a staff meeting, but felt she received little support. 
The first grade teacher had been very receptive. She and 
Mrs. Beardsley spent time discussing the topic. Mrs. Beardsley had given 
the first grade teacher ideas and suggestions on how the program might be 
implemented at the first grade level. She encouraged the first grade 
teacher to give the children the opportunity to write with invented 
spelling, using their own ideas, and sharing their work. There was also 
an exchange of authors' circles between the two rooms. 
Vo you have any is'VtuntionA to apply tku> ptiocz-6-6 to otWvi pcuvti o{\ 
if qua ciivilcLLtm? This process was already being extended to reading, 
said Mrs. Beardsley. The types of questions she now asked her students 
about stories reflected their thinking about their own writing. "Vie 
question a story and study the author: What does he do that's the same 
in all his stories? How did he get his ideas? Which phrases are 
repeated in the stories? What made him think about writing a story like 
that? We talk about the characters and language used." 
Mrs. Beardsley leaned forward and lowering her voice continued, 
"We don't read every story in our basals, but don't tell anyone. I'm 
not sure what the principal would say." She added that she felt the 
books children got from the library were better written and more inter¬ 
esting than the stories in the school's basal system. But, since the 
basal stories were supposed to be completed by the end of the year, 
Mrs. Beardsley was not ready to reveal her shift in curriculum to anyone 
other than the reseacher. 
Wkcut 'infi-tu.ence. did. tW<L ^e^eo/icfieA kavz Xn t/ou/i wsvctinq pA.oqA.am? 
and Which o{\ the ■floJLtoiAti.nq tuck/iiqae^ ivlvich tlle ;\a.cjJLti:outon. a6ecf we-fre 
moi>t h.2Zp{\uJL: psidAzwtatLovi o{\ tlvzoAij, modeling and ctzmonAtAcutionA, pn.dc.- 
ticinq, feedback, on coacfUnq {\on application? "You didn't model once 
and then come back and expect me to do it. You modeled and you modeled 
and you modeled. You didn't put me on the spot at any time. Even 
though I knew you were in there to hear me, I knew you were continuously 
supporting me. Had you said, 'This is your day, now do it,' I might not 
have. I never felt you were there to judge me and that's what I think 
is supportive to teachers. If teachers feel judged, they'll turn 
against the project." 
Case Study II: Mrs. Samuels 
(Third Grade) 
Initial Qbservation--Before 
the Inservice Program 
The researcher walked into the third grade classroom as the teacher, 
Mrs. Samuels, was giving directions to her class of fourteen children. 
The children were seated four to a table except for two children. The 
first child sat at a desk a short distance from the others. The 
researcher was later informed by Mrs. Samuels that this particular child 
chose to sit alone. She was in her second year in third grade and had 
difficulty socializing with her classmates. One other child was seated 
at a small table against the front chalkboards. This spot was called 
the “writing table" and could be chosen by a child or teacher if the 
child had difficulty working with other people nearby. 
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The teacher's desk was positioned at the entrance of the room, one 
side against a bulletin board that covered the back wall. Commercially 
made posters of dinosaurs and quotes about reading filled a large portion 
of the board. A small section had samples of "good" penmanship papers 
demonstrating upper and lower case letters of the alphabet. Next to the 
teacher's desk was a small table with a record player and records. A 
rug extended along the floor under the rest of the bulletin board. 
Large paper mache dinosaurs and a decorated refrigerator box in which 
one or two children could reside to relax and read added to this cozy 
area. 
Along the wall of windows was a piano and a small science table. 
A "closed" sign hung over the science table. Dictionaries and text¬ 
books filled the shelves beneath the windows. A rectangular table which 
could comfortably seat six completed this side of the room; a sink area 
and closets filled the opposite wall. 
"Take your rough draft papers out," Mrs. Samuels continued with the 
directions started before the researcher had entered the room. "The 
rough draft of our dinosaurs?" one child questioned. "The rough draft 
of the stories you're working on," replied Mrs. Samuels. Turning toward 
the researcher, she continued, "Would you like to say something about 
yourself? I told them we were having a visitor, but I didn't tell them 
much about you and they are curious." 
The researcher proceeded to introduce herself, explaining that she 
was a teacher, telling about the school where she taught, and ended by 
explaining why she would be working in this school and this particular 
class for several weeks. 
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Mrs. Samuels continued, "Would anyone like to review what we've 
done so far today? Nicole?" 
"We're writing what holiday it should be," answered Nicole. 
Mrs. Samuels interjected that Groundhog Day was an unusual holiday 
with little value, so the children were making up their own holidays that 
could make the day more meaningful. "What have we done so far on our 
stories? Nicole?" 
"We've got a rough draft done. I'm on my second one." 
"Anything else you've done with the story?" asked Mrs. Samuels. 
"We critiqued the stories," added Nicole. 
"What do you mean when you say you critique?" asked the 
researcher. 
"We read our story to someone and some parts they don't understand 
and so we help them explain it better," another child said. 
"What else happens in a critique?" asked Mrs. Samuels. 
"Show your feelings, what's good and bad," added a third child. 
Mrs. Samuels explained, "Some people are responsible for certain 
words in the class. Like Donna is responsible for the word 'friend,' 
so if anyone has trouble spelling 'friend,' we know we can go to her. 
. . . and what is the first thing a reader sees?" 
Several children called out in unison, "Printing!" 
"Printing," repeated Mrs. Samuels. "If it doesn't look nice on your 
paper, people are not going to want to read it as much as a nicely spaced 
looking story, regardless of the content. They're going to look at the 
printing, margins, and good spacing. I can't type them all, she con¬ 
cluded. 
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Following this discussion, several questions from the children were 
answered and then Mrs. Samuels turned to the researcher but spoke to the 
whole class, "It is ten minutes before lunch and this is a hard time, 
that's why I can't start writing now. Our stomachs interfere with our 
hands. (The principal had asked Mrs. Samuels to change her writing 
time from the afternoon to late morning to accommodate scheduling for the 
other three teachers involved in this research.) 
At this time, Mrs. Samuels moved over to the record player and 
turned on soft classical music. The children were obviously aware of 
this cue and proceeded to various comfortable spots in the room to 
resume reviewing their writing until lunch. Two boys moved to the same 
table to discuss a topic, two others began to write; another child looked 
up a word in the dictionary. Mrs. Samuels sat at her desk as four chil¬ 
dren lined up to talk to her. Two others sat at their tables, thinking 
as they played with their hands. Another child walked very slowly to 
the pencil sharpener. The remainder of the class played with various 
objects at their tables, talking to one another about personal interests 
or daydreamed. The child whose desk was separated from the others asked 
the researcher if she would listen to her story. Once the story had been 
read, the researcher asked the child what she liked about her story. The 
child answered she could not tell and said she did not care. I just 
write." The two talked a while longer before it was time for the 
researcher to leave. When it was time to say good-bye, Mrs. Samuels 
pointed out a list of words she had previously written on the chalkboard. 
The list represented the steps she said she used in her writing approach. 
They were: discuss topic, rough draft, proofread, read to a friend and 
teacher. 
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Teacher Interview I--Before 
the Inservice Program 
Wkcut wsustinq? "Writing is the highest form of communication. 
It follows reading in sequence of being able to tell people what you 
feel. . . . I tell kids they first learn sounds, then words, then they 
learn to read and then they learn how to write. There is a sequence as 
communication grows and when you become a proficient writer, then you're 
right there on top. You've achieved. It's harder than reading." 
What tuw<iA o{\ iv/uJxnq do nou. do? Mrs. Samuels said she enjoyed 
writing. Since most of her family lived in the mid-West, she has been 
involved in letter writing for some time. She also considered the writ¬ 
ing of curriculum, lesson plans, memos and proposals to the school com¬ 
mittee very important. 
Beyond these areas, Mrs. Samuels' writing included fictional stories 
to introduce and enhance the third grade curriculum, especially in the 
areas of literature and science. "Basically, I write to set models and 
examples for their [the students] writing. A lot of times I will write 
and come in and tell it like a story in front of the whole class instead 
of producing it for them to read. ... I wrote a story about one little 
blood cell when we studied the circulatory system and told what I did and 
how I felt." 
When asked if she shared her drafts and writing process with the 
children, she said she did not but she had invited reporters into the 
classroom to talk about writing. 
(Jdkcrt zlmawU doe* a good. mitvl have? Methodically, Mrs. Samuels 
answered, "persistence . . . good vocabulary . . . ability to 
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communicate . . . dedication to doing the best you can, that's 
general." 
tyto: u> LfouA puApoAe In teaching wsitixna? Writing for a purpose 
was important to Mrs. Samuels. She knew they would need this skill in 
high school and she felt responsible to begin the process in the third 
grade. She tried to provide her students with meaningful purposes. 
Within the present year, the third graders had written letters to a 
local service organization explaining the lack of flags in their school 
and their desire to have some. The service organization responded by 
presenting each classroom with an American flag in an outdoor cere¬ 
mony. 
When the class visited Cape Cod, another year, each child wrote a 
note and stuck it into a bottle, sending it adrift. One bottle was 
retrieved and that child's note answered. The person who found the bot¬ 
tle was author Norma Simon. This gave the children an opportunity to 
correspond with a professional author. 
In wkcut iva.L(6 WfUtinq impoAXant f\QA. chXtdA2.n? Fon. adult* ? 
Mrs. Samuels thought children often dealt in a fantasy world and that 
this fantasy played a very important role in their childhood. "Being 
able to write some of your fantasies down made them a little easier to 
understand." Children, according to Mrs. Samuels, also needed to write 
because sometimes they were not able to talk about a topic but could 
write about it. "I think children use writing as a tool just as tele¬ 
vision does about certain subjects ... to tell what's going on at home 
that's hard to deal with. They say 'I'm going to put it into my story 
and see if it's okay.'" 
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For adults, Mrs. Samuels felt writing was the "highest form of com¬ 
munication. If we were doing this interview by writing, it sure would 
be a lot tougher. . . . There is a sequence as communication goes; and 
when you become a proficient writer, then you're right there on top. 
You've achieved. . . . it's wonderful." 
Mrs. Samuels also felt that writing should not always be serious. 
"Sometimes it's just fun," such when the class wrote their own bumper 
stickers. "I would like to assume that of my fourteen students some 
might grow to really enjoy writing." 
(jJhat aAn tk<i componzntA In if qua wtuJxnq psioqsicuv? and What u> the 
conn&ctlon beAwzm tedding and uvUtinq? Since Mrs. Samuels interwove 
reading and writing, she did not feel that she could speak of the compo¬ 
nents of her program without making the connection between reading and 
writing. For example, she said, "We just finished fairy tales. I read 
Where the Red Fern Grows, along with other fairy tales, to my class 
everyday for the past few weeks. Again, I think they [fairy tales] are 
really important to a child's fantasy life. We talked about the heroes 
in the fairy tales and the characteristics of all the princes, the stereo¬ 
typing and whether that's appropriate in today's world; if not, why and 
how we could change it. We talked about using a famous fairy tale and 
changing the end of it. I have fairy tale records they can listen to on 
their free time. We did a little dramatization, and then I said, 'I'm 
going to give you two days to think about a fairy tale in your mind. 
When you lie in bed at night, think about it, act it out like it s a 
movie. If you have free time, talk to your friend about it. Have a main 
The rest of the story is how you solve that character and a problem. 
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problem. We discussed different ways to problem solve, whether the 
story was going to be humorous, serious, or magic, what magic number they 
would use in fairy tales, and how magic could stand in problem solving 
in almost any area." 
After two days of introduction, the children were asked to begin 
writing—"to put anything down you're thinking ... to trash up, 
scribble out, turn upside down. So they gave me a rough draft." 
Then with a peer editor, each child was to read his/her rough draft, 
together discussing the stories and giving suggestions about parts that 
were unclear. "They have trouble with that." 
Once the student editor helped the writer, the writers showed their 
stories to Mrs. Samuels. "I don't take anything without revisions, with¬ 
out corrections. If you can't find out the correct spelling, don't 
worry." Mrs. Samuels told her students, "Just circle it; just tell me 
that you know it's wrong." Together, the student and teacher discussed 
the stories before the student rewrote them, making their final changes. 
Once that copy was complete, a final copy would be written. 
Hou) muck £ajt\<l do t/ouA AtudzvitA kavt to ivtuXe.? When the children 
are involved in this type of writing, they may write up to an hour a day. 
They do not have to work on their stories that whole time, but the time 
is there if needed. There are some other writing activities that must 
be completed also, such as using their spelling words in sentences, but 
this, according to Mrs. Samuels, took very little time. The children 
were left mostly to write. "I tell them to write something that inter¬ 
ests me as a reader." 
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Wkcut do you. 2.mphcu>Xz2. -in youA n)/uJU.nq psioq/iam? Some children were 
encouraged to become published authors. When Mrs. Samuels felt a story 
was exceptionally well written, she encouraged that child to "spend the 
time developing the story and to rewrite it and rewrite it, working 
toward excellence." If the child followed through, Mrs. Samuels sent the 
material to Highlights magazine. "A good writer," Mrs. Samuels methodi¬ 
cally stated, "has persistence, vocabulary, the ability to communicate, 
and dedication to doing the best you can." 
UkaX tweA o{\ 6upponX kcivu you, titczXv2.d. in teaching wsUXinq? 
Mrs. Samuels' undergraduate training did not include the teaching of writ¬ 
ing but since then she had attended two workshops and has read two books 
on the teaching of writing. She felt there was no support within the 
school for a writing program. 
Six-Week Inservice Program 
First Meeting Between Researcher and Mrs. Samuels. The researcher 
and Mrs. Samuels met during a fifteen-minute recess and decided the first 
class inservice should focus on the revision process. Mrs. Samuels had 
stated in the interview that "We've become editors but it hasn't solved 
the problem of 'Oh, do I have to write it over again?'" And since the 
class had begun their writing rough drafts about a new holiday to replace 
Groundhog Day, revision seemed to be a logical place to begin. 
The researcher suggested that Mrs. Samuels might like to share her 
writing and revisions with the class. Mrs. Samuels said she would prefer 
to be an observer of this lesson. 
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First Classroom Inservice. Since the researcher had interacted 
with many of the third graders during her observation, she began the 
lesson by stating the two communication rules and then began with a dis¬ 
cussion about revision. The "sharing form" (Appendix A) was introduced 
and demonstrated. As the discussion progressed, the researcher wrote 
the key words on the chalkboard that the children used to explain the 
process of revision. A volunteer was chosen to recopy those ideas onto 
a poster that would be hung in the room as a reminder to writers. 
Mrs. Samuels sat on the edge of the science table as an observer 
except when she felt she could help a child clarify what had been said. 
Second Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Samuels. The second 
meeting took place while the children were participating in physical 
education, that afternoon, which gave the researcher and Mrs. Samuels 
about thirty minutes to discuss the issues of writing. Mrs. Samuels' 
main concern at this meeting was the need to know if all revisions were 
done in front of the whole class. She was concerned that whole class 
involvement in a revision would take too much time. The researcher 
explained various ways the revision process could be accomplished. It 
was decided Mrs. Samuels would think about which way best fit her class¬ 
room needs by the second class inservice. 
Second Classroom Inservice. Students, writing folders in hand, 
had already begun their writing class as the researcher entered the room 
Mrs. Samuels was seated at her desk with two children standing in line 
waiting to talk with her while she conferred with another child. Other 
children were scattered around the room sharing their stories with each 
other. 
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The researcher, after nodding hello to Mrs. Samuels, moved among 
the children, listening to the questions and comments they were making. 
Most of the children were attempting to ask questions about the other's 
story but there was difficulty in the questions asked and defensiveness 
on the part of the writer. Many of the responses toward a child's work 
was "That's good." The researcher modeled the phrasing of questions 
helped the children fill out the writing sharing forms. 
Mrs. Samuels moved around the room, listening to the children and 
making comments. The children were very quick to ask her what she 
thought of their writing. Many wanted her opinion over their peer's 
opinion. As soon as she commented, a line once again formed in 
front of her, so she moved over to a table so the kids could line up 
easier. 
This time the researcher moved into the line and asked if she could 
help, directing several of the children away from their teacher, yet 
within hearing distance. The researcher asked one child to read his 
story while the others listened. Once the story was read, she helped 
the listeners phrase their questions to help the writer think about his 
story. 
At the same time, Mrs. Samuels continued to help those that stayed 
next to her side. This continued until it was time for lunch. 
Third Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Samuels. Two days 
after the second classroom inservice, the researcher and teacher met. 
Mrs. Samuels had continued helping the children revise the day the 
researcher was not in the classroom and her concern at this time was, 
"How can I get everything else taught with this much time for writing? 
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The researcher talked about the writing process method in general 
and about the revision process specifically. She tried to reassure 
Mrs. Samuels that other teachers also felt a little frustrated when 
learning this process. She gave examples of how teachers felt, includ¬ 
ing herself, when these techniques were first tried out. 
It was decided that during the next classroom inservice the 
children would continue working on their writing and revisions. 
Mrs. Samuels would work on her questioning techniques and the researcher 
would observe and help the children when needed. 
Third Classroom Inservice. The next day when the researcher entered 
the third grade classroom, she found the children quietly seated at their 
tables, working in their language arts workbooks. Very few children took 
notice that she had entered. Usually, several children would greet her 
with a "Hello" or a wave from across the room. 
Mrs. Samuels was busy at her desk, but took time out from what she 
was doing to explain to the researcher that the children just did not 
have the time to write. Mrs. Samuels felt they had fallen behind in 
their regular work. The researcher asked if she could stay for awhile 
anyway and was told that would be no problem. 
The researcher proceeded to walk around the room observing the work 
being done and then took a seat off to one side of the room to add to her 
notes. 
Within ten minutes, Mrs. Samuels asked everyone to put away their 
workbooks and take out their writing folders. The class, she said, was 
to begin working on their stories. The children obediently put away 
their workbooks and took out their writing folders. 
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Mrs. Samuels, still seated at her desk, began to confer with several 
children as they moved over to her. Other children mingled around the 
room with their folders and talked to each other. Most were talking 
about various subjects unrelated to their writing. Some children chose 
to read their stories to one another, but the listeners were not convers¬ 
ing with the readers. Other children were doodling, while still others 
stared into space. The noise level among the children was much higher 
than usual. 
The researcher, observing that Mrs. Samuels was still busy at her 
desk, attempted to help several children focus on their writing and 
helped others with their revisions. As the noise grew steadily louder, 
Mrs. Samuels began to walk around the room looking discontented but not 
speaking to anyone. The researcher approached Mrs. Samuels and asked 
her what she wanted the researcher to do during this time. Mrs. Samuels 
replied, "Nothing really." After a few seconds, she continued, "I guess 
I'd like you to talk a little more about revision. I don't think they 
have the hang of it yet. . . . Maybe at the end of the class." The 
researcher asked that Mrs. Samuels let her know when she would be ready 
for the researcher to begin. Time moved on and the end of the period 
arrived without further instruction. 
Later that day, the researcher placed a note on Mrs. Samuels' desk. 
The note commented on the successful attempts both the teacher and chil 
dren had made within the past two visits. Along with the note, she left 
a copy of Writing: Teachers and Children at Work (Graves, 1983). The 
researcher suggested that Mrs. Samuels might have a chance to read parts 
of it over the weekend. 
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Fourth Classroom Inservice. Mrs. Samuels stood in front of the 
chalkboard talking to the children as the researcher entered. Steps to 
the writing process were written on the board behind her and she was in 
the process of telling the children they were to abandon their holiday 
stories for awhile. They would be coming back to them later. Right 
now, they were to start new stories. They could write about anything 
they wanted. She would be writing too so they would not be able to 
bother her for awhile. Mrs. Samuels then addressed the researcher and 
asked if the researcher would spend a little time going over how to get 
ideas for topics. 
The researcher had not spoken with Mrs. Samuels since the third 
classroom inservice. Mrs. Samuels had not arrived at school in time for 
their scheduled meeting to occur, so the researcher had entered the 
third grade classroom unaware of Mrs. Samuels' expectations. 
The researcher began, however, to discuss various ways people find 
topics. She led the class in brainstorming topics of their interest, 
having the children write at least three topics that specifically inter¬ 
ested them on the inside of their folders. 
Once the topics were written on each folder, everyone, including 
Mrs. Samuels, began to write. The researcher walked around the room 
helping children who appeared to have some difficulty getting started. 
At the end of the period, the researcher quietly walked out of the room, 
leaving everyone still writing. 
Fourth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Samuels. The 
researcher stopped by Mrs. Samuels' room after school to talk with 
Mrs. Samuels about the researcher's concern with the unexpected changes 
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and lack of communication that were happening between herself and 
Mrs. Samuels. 
Mrs. Samuels said she had read Graves from cover to cover over the 
weekend. "I discovered I was having them write, but I wasn't teaching 
writing all these years," she said apologetically. 
The researcher assured Mrs. Samuels that she had been doing more 
than she was giving herself credit for. Mrs. Samuels continued that she 
was confused and did not feel good about a lot of things. She would 
have to work them out. The researcher asked if there was anything she 
could do to help. Mrs. Samuels replied, "Not now." After several 
moments of silence, the researcher reminded Mrs. Samuels that she would 
be available if Mrs. Samuels needed to talk about anything and then left. 
At that point, nothing was scheduled for the next classroom inservice. 
Fifth Classroom Inservice. The following day, the researcher 
entered the third grade classroom in the middle of a talk Mrs. Samuels 
was having with her class about identifying topics to write about. She 
was telling the children that they had the "power of writing." 
Mrs. Samuels gave examples of stories she had thought of the night 
before. She also pointed out that one child in the room was writing 
about fishing and using bloodworms as bait. Another child could not 
decide what to write about, so Mrs. Samuels suggested ways to come up 
with a topic, ending by saying the child might try writing about whatever 
came into her mind. Without giving the children further direction, 
Mrs. Samuels quietly walked to the back of the room and turned on the 
classical music softly, continuing as she did, "Everyday there is some¬ 
thing important that happens to you. Does anyone need help before we 
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begin writing?" No hands went up, so she turned toward the researcher 
and said, "If anyone needs help with revisions, Ms. Bunce can help and 
maybe you [children] can help me with mine." 
Mrs. Samuels then approached the researcher and asked if she would 
talk about revision the last ten minutes of the class. The researcher 
responded that she would. Ten minutes before the end of the class, 
the researcher moved to the front of the room and waited for Mrs. Samuels 
to recognize her. Mrs. Samuels stood up and begin talking about revi¬ 
sion, reviewing the main points the researcher had stated during the 
first class inservice. Mrs. Samuels used the stories her students were 
presently working on in her examples as she talked. Time elapsed and 
the researcher quietly exited. 
Fifth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Samuels. Mrs. Samuels 
began the meeting by expressing the conflict of not having enough time to 
teach what she had to teach and what she wanted to teach. She felt the 
writing process took too much time which then prohibited some of the 
things she wanted to do with her class. "Every day," she said, "time 
seems to get shorter." Mrs. Samuels was clearly frustrated, feeling she 
had fallen behind in what was required of her as a teacher. She was also 
having a difficult time accepting the idea of letting the students choose 
their own topics. She had particular topics in mind that she wanted to 
present. 
The researcher and Mrs. Samuels talked at length about various 
approaches to the writing process and ways to accomplish the learning 
that needed to be done with what she, the teacher, wanted to do. The 
children returned to the classroom from their gym class before a plan for 
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the next classroom inservice could be discussed. The researcher left 
feeling that she had been unsuccessful in helping Mrs. Samuels deal with 
her frustrations. 
Sixth Classroom Inservice. The students continued to work on their 
rough drafts and revisions. Mrs. Samuels busily conferred with indi¬ 
viduals. Several children surrounded the researcher soon after she 
entered the room, trying to receive clarification on their stories. 
Mrs. Samuels' reply to one child who approached her for a con¬ 
ference was, "Maybe you should read it to someone else first." The 
child scanned the room and moved toward a friend. 
"How do you feel . . .?" Mrs. Samuels asked another child who read 
to her. "What are you going to do now? I like your choice of words. 
Can I write some things on your sharing form?" were other comments made 
by Mrs. Samuels during this writing period. 
One child asked the researcher to help her with capital letters. 
The writer said she had completed her revisions. As this writer became 
somewhat confident in locating the positions of capitals, she moved off 
and another child took her place. 
This process continued until it was time for the researcher to 
leave. As she left, everyone was busy conferring with another or work¬ 
ing on his/her composing. 
Sixth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Samuels,. Due to a 
snowstorm and schedule changes, it was several days before the researcher 
met with Mrs. Samuels. Mrs. Samuels said most of the children had writ¬ 
ten the first drafts of their new topics. She felt the children still 
needed help with their revisions and questions they were asking each 
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other. The researcher agreed to assist the children individually as they 
worked with their peers. Mrs. Samuels said she would be practicing her 
conference techniques also. 
Copies of a mechanics checklist and the revision form (Appendix A) 
used by the fifth grade teacher in this inservice program had been 
handed out to the third graders. Although no mention of it was made to 
the researcher, the fifth grade teacher, Mrs. Perry, and Mrs. Samuels 
had talked with one another. 
Seventh Classroom Inservice. The children had their writing folders 
by the time the researcher entered the room and were involved at various 
stages of the writing process. Some were writing their first drafts, 
others were conferring with each other. A few checked off the mechanical 
corrections they had made on the mechanics checklist. 
The teacher and researcher helped individual students once they had 
shared their stories with at least two other students. 
Seventh Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Samuels. The focus 
of this meeting centered around the time factor again. Mrs. Samuels' 
concern was the amount of time parts of the process seemed to take. "The 
thinking process takes too long," she said. "We can either spend forty- 
five minutes three times a week or thirty minutes four times a week, but 
not forty-five minutes everyday." She felt the class was dropping further 
and further behind in "other things." 
The researcher informed Mrs. Samuels that the amount of time spent 
on writing was basically up to her. There was no set rule. Each 
teacher had to decide for herself what was best for her class and her own 
needs. The writing process and writing, in general, were discussed again 
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with no clear focus on the next classroom inservice. 
Eighth Classroom Inservice. The children, in their favorite spots, 
were quietly reading as the researcher entered the room. A record of 
Bach s music could be softly heard in the background. 
With the entrance of the researcher, Mrs. Samuels, smiling, began 
to pass out the writing folders. "Is there anyone today going to start 
a new story?" she asked. 
Several children responded affirmative. 
Mrs. Samuels called out Greg's name. As he moved toward her, she 
asked, "Do you want to share your topic?" 
Greg paused, then replied that he was not ready. 
Moving on, Mrs. Samuels continued, "How many get to start their 
final drafts today?" 
Again, several children indicated they were. There were two chil¬ 
dren who said they were "stuck," meaning they needed help revising their 
thoughts, and another child who asked for someone to help her with 
mechanical errors. One youngster, folder in hand, began looking up a 
word in the class dictionary. Once the folders were all passed out, 
Mrs. Samuels moved to her desk and began conferring with students. 
Everyone seemed to have a purpose at the beginning of the class for the 
first fifteen minutes. 
Soon and for no apparent reason, the children were conversing 
loudly with each other and what started out as discussions about writ¬ 
ing became general discussions about personal happenings. Their talk 
and noise level interrupted Mrs. Samuels as she worked with a student, 
so she asked the children to lower their voices and to be sure they 
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were conversing about their writing. 
By the time the writing period came to a close, except for a few, 
the class had focused once again on their writing. 
Ninth Classroom Inservice. The researcher had approached 
Mrs. Samuels several times to set a time for the two of them to meet. 
Although she and Mrs. Samuels spoke briefly, Mrs. Samuels' schedule was 
too busy to find a meeting time. This meant that the researcher was 
once again unsure of this classroom inservice expectations. 
As the researcher walked into the room, Mrs. Samuels was discussing 
Spanish with the children. She immediately looked up and included the 
researcher into the conversation. One of the children quietly got up 
from his seat and walked over to the area where the writing folders 
were kept and started to remove his. Mrs. Samuels eased her way over to 
him as she continued talking about Spanish and gently removed the folder 
from his hands. "I want to pass these out because it's like Christmas 
to me," she said. "Each one is a different package." As Mrs. Samuels 
called out each child's name, she said something special about that 
child's writing. "This is a fat one [referring to the thickness of the 
folder], Rebecca. What are you doing? Now look at this story. This 
is beautiful. . . You're starting a new story! Boys and girls, Sam is 
starting a new story today. Isn't that exciting? Now look, he will have 
it easy (pointing to the list of topics written in the front of his 
folder) because look at all his choices." One child, known to always 
lose his papers, was reminded how to put his work away when he was 
finished. "Now what are you going to do so you'll know where to look 
for your paper tomorrow?" Mrs. Samuels asked. "Just tuck your paper 
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into your folder just like I know your mother and father do to you when 
you go to bed," she continued. The entire class shared in what each 
child was writing by listening to the teacher's presentation of folders. 
Each child s folder was treated as a very special present and every¬ 
one was interested in what she had to say. Once the folders were all 
passed out, the children began their individual tasks of writing, revis¬ 
ing, editing, and sharing. 
The researcher was approached by a child she had talked with the 
day before--a child who had refused to change even one word in her story. 
The researcher had talked to her about taking risks. This day the girl 
asked the researcher to read her story again. She had changed one word. 
Mrs. Samuels, in the meantime, was involved with her own student con¬ 
ferences . 
Eighth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Samuels. The third 
graders, Mrs. Samuels told the researcher, were inviting their parents 
to a class luncheon and the children had written invitations to them that 
morning. Since the class spent so much time on the invitations, 
Mrs. Samuels said, she did not feel they could afford to write any more 
that day. There was no need, said Mrs. Samuels, for the researcher to 
come into the classroom. 
The researcher stopped into the third grade classroom later in the 
day and left another note complementing Mrs. Samuels and her children on 
how much they had progressed with their conferring techniques. 
Ninth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Samuels. The 
researcher and Mrs. Samuels were able to coordinate their schedules 
several days later. 
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"I'm concerned about George," began Mrs. Samuels. "I saw that he 
has revisions but nothing finished. . . .He's spending all his time 
with kids. It just isn't working with him. It fits right in with who 
he is; it's nothing different. It's his writing character," she con¬ 
tinued. 
It was difficult, according to Mrs. Samuels, for George to keep a 
commitment. "He's so unsure about being unable to do anything at all, 
so how can he commit himself to a final copy?" Mrs. Samuels added. She 
felt that permitting George to make a choice of what he wanted to do 
during writing time was too difficult for him to handle. "I think the 
freedom to write, the opportunity to write on your own, doesn't work for 
George. He needs more structure." 
The researcher asked if George completed his work when a topic was 
assigned to him. "He's inclined to lose it before he's finished," 
Mrs. Samuels answered. The researcher continued that she was confused by 
the conclusions Mrs. Samuels had drawn. If George normally did not com¬ 
plete his writing assignments, could she be sure his problem was being 
able to choose his own topic? 
"No, using his writing time wisely," answered Mrs. Samuels. "In 
this program, I am doing my own writing or advising children. The class 
is really on its own and George, being on his own without me there a 
lot, isn't able to succeed." 
Mrs. Samuels felt that because the children spent less time revis- 
ing in her earlier program she could move around to more children keeping 
a closer watch over George. "Forty-five minutes a day seems too long for 
kids to write. That's a lot of choice making," Mrs. Samuels concluded. 
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The researcher and Mrs. Samuels discussed this concern and various 
ways of working it out. The researcher provided examples of what other 
teachers did and presented questions for Mrs. Samuels to think about so 
she could derive at her own decision as to what was right for her class. 
The conversation then shifted to the fact that the next inservice 
session would be the last before the two weeks interim in which the 
researcher would not be present. Mrs. Samuels had no concerns to dis¬ 
cuss at this time, so it was decided that the researcher's time would 
best be used by observing the third grade classroom during the tenth 
session. 
After several minutes of silence, Mrs. Samuels softly said, "I like 
having you in there [the classroom]; you're my security blanket." 
Tenth Classroom Inservice. The class was involved with their writ¬ 
ing when the researcher arrived. Mrs. Samuels was assisting one child 
who was having difficulty locating paragraphs in her writing. 
Mrs. Samuels asked the writer to first locate all the sentences that went 
together, coloring them with a red crayon. Sentences that fit together 
under a different topic were colored blue. Once all the sentences were 
marked, the child could easily rewrite them in the correct order. 
The child who had had difficulty revising several days before was 
now busy rewriting her entire story. She had changed some more words and 
was continuing to revise while she rewrote. "Now," she said, “I can make 
my book if Mrs. Samuels likes it." 
Four students were writing at one table, two were involved in a con¬ 
ference with each other, while Mrs. Samuels met with another child. 
Several children attempted to interrupt Mrs. Samuels with their guestions 
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She politely turned them away with, "Please don't interrupt when I'm 
having a conference." One of the children sat down to listen to the con¬ 
ference. The other went back to his seat and continued writing. The 
rest of the class was scattered around the room, busily writing, looking 
words up in the class dictionary, or sharing their stories with each 
other. When the researcher left forty-five minutes later, all were still 
involved in their writings. 
Observation II--Fo11owing 
the Six-Week Inservice 
The third graders were independently working on their writing as the 
researcher entered the room. Their stories were of various lenqths and 
topics from The Magic Cave to The Otter Poem. 
Everyone's writing showed evidence of changes being made or having 
been made. Most of the children at this time were writing a final copy, 
while a few were conferring with their peers. "This is pretty good," 
said one child to the author. "I like how you use words and I like the 
end of your story." 
Mrs. Samuels, seated at her desk, conferred with various children 
as they approached her. She was overheard saying to one child, "I think 
of quote marks as a mouth." Another shy youngster was greeted with, "Why 
am I looking at this?" as she handed her story to the teacher. 
After the researcher had been in the room for only a few minutes, 
several children approached her with their stories. She interacted with 
each of them. One youngster was writing about a mummy. He had gotten 
the idea from Mrs. Samuels because she "is writing a story about a 
mummy." 
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The entire class buzzed with talk about writing. As the researcher 
crossed the room to leave, she overheard Mrs. Samuels asking a child, 
"What will you do next?" As the researcher left the room, she spotted 
the complimentary notes she had left for Mrs. Samuels tacked on the 
bulletin board next to Mrs. Samuels' desk. 
Teacher Interview II--FoHowinq 
the Four Weeks Inservice 
What lb writing? Mrs. Samuels still felt, as she had before this 
inservice program, that writing was the highest form of communication. 
What ztementi dou> a good whjjtz.n have? Good writers had the ability 
to keep the reader's attention by making the reader become a part of the 
story, to make the reader think of things never thought of before or used 
in alternative ways. A writer, according to Mrs. Samuels, left the 
reader wanting to know more. 
In what way* uisUting tmpoAXant {\on diilcUizn? Fox aduLU? Writing 
has given the children "a sense of pride in something they chose to do. 
They were given the tools to do a good job. They were able to finish it 
and show it off. 
It is important that adults write so they can express themselves, 
but more importantly that teachers write, to have empathy with student 
writers. "I think that one of the nice things [that has come from 
writing] is my respect for their enthusiasm and ability to write," 
Mrs. Samuels said. 
What <0$ l/oua puApote In te.ac.king mAting? "My responsibility, as a 
teacher, is to teach the fundamentals of language; how to express your¬ 
self clearly." "When a person writes," Mrs. Samuels said, "you lose the 
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eye contact, the body language, and all that is so very important to be 
as clear as possible so you have to be clear with grammar, punctuation, 
and all those basics. Language development is an ongoing process through 
writing." 
What tuipeA o{\ wfvitim do you. do? Mrs. Samuels, as stated at the 
beginning of this inservice program, wrote letters, articles, curriculum 
materials, songs, poetry and fictional stories. Some of her writing had 
been used in her teaching as a model for her students' writings. 
What tk the, connection bztLOzzn tL&acUnq and w/uttnq? Children who 
read a lot, according to Mrs. Samuels, had an advantage over those who 
did not because readers seemed to have a better understanding of story, 
plot, and development. 
Hou) much term do youA AtuduvU have to wulttf Mrs. Samuels' writing 
program, since the inservice, consisted of forty-five minutes, four days 
a week. The fifth day was spent on talking and reflecting about the 
writing process. 
At the beginning of the inservice, she had expressed frustration 
that forty-five minutes was too long for the children. "It goes by now 
like a flash!" she said. "Their interest is up. . . . They are involved 
at the different levels of the writing process." 
What a/ie the components tn t/ouA wtocttncj p/iogtiam? The components of 
the third grade writing program included having the children choose their 
own topics, write rough drafts, conferring with their peers and the 
teacher, editing through conferences again with their peers along with 
self-correcting, using the dictionary and Thesaurus. 
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Lessons concerning mechanics were being taught by the teacher either 
in individual conferences or small groups. After a story had been 
revised and edited to the child's satisfaction, a final copy was written 
and placed on the bulletin board. 
Hom d.02st> thsik approach cti 66e.fi {\Kcim if qua 1^0/imeA approach? The writ¬ 
ing process introduced by the researcher, according to Mrs. Samuels, was 
less teacher directed. The children were free to write on their own 
topics. They were also given the freedom of knowing that mistakes were 
accepted as learning opportunities. This process was more "individualis¬ 
tic and meets the kids' needs." 
UhaX do you, empkaiZze. in ifouA ivActing pA.oqA.am? Teaching writing as 
a process met the needs of the children along with giving the children 
control of being responsible for their own work, said Mrs. Samuels. 
"With this freedom comes mistakes that they can work on as individuals." 
For example, one youngster wrote a lengthy story needing possessives but 
did not use them even though they had been taught earlier in the year. 
Because he needed them in his story, he was able to focus on that skill. 
"I think it will stick with him now," commented Mrs. Samuels. 
"My expectations are higher. . . .I'm expecting more graphic 
descriptions, things to be clearer. Before, I would say, 'Well, this 
is the way kids communicate,' but now I emphasize being responsible for 
their own errors," she continued. 
How do wu think noun ituduntt, jitl about wfUting now? Mrs. Samuels 
felt her students were more in control of their writing as well as having 
a sense of pride in their accomplishments. The writing program gave the 
third graders a sense of pride on something they chose to do-with the 
143 
tools to do it. It's helped them in their relationships with other chil¬ 
dren in the class. It's helped them share. This class had a hard time 
with that. Now they even respond fairly and positively in other 
areas." 
Vo if on ptan to continue. thtt> psiogsiam? Mrs. Samuels planned to con¬ 
tinue with her presently developed program for the remainder of the year 
and was looking forward to the students she would have the following 
year since they were involved at present in the inservice program. The 
new class, Mrs. Samuels said, would know what to expect in September. 
What paAt o{\ tkt6 pA.oqA.am kai> bz&n mo6t ko£p{\uZ to you? "I think 
that having the pressure off me to develop topics that interested all 
the children, knowing that I was not reaching all of them simultaneously, 
was helpful," said Mrs. Samuels. 
"My job is easier now because of peer editing." She added that her 
third graders were writing more and helping each other which also freed 
up her time. A new student had entered the third grade room during the 
interim, and "I was really pleased to see the other kids explain the 
writing program to her. Some of them took a lot of pride in showing her 
exactly how it's done." 
What panX ok the. ptioQtiam ha6 bum Izabt h&lpfiuZ to you.? "Nothing. 
There wasn't anything that I thought, 'We didn't need that, that was a 
waste of time.' No. No thoughts like that in the whole program." 
What type* o(\ Aupposit have you teczXvtd In tzaohXng uviitoig? 1  
felt pretty confident because I had seen you do it. I felt pretty posi¬ 
tive that it would work. I eavesdropped when you talked to children, 
when you talked about the process, and peer editing. That helped." 
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Observation III—Eleven Months 
After the Inservice 
Mrs. Samuels' classroom had not physically changed much from the 
past year. The furniture was arranged the same. Fresh work decorated 
the walls. This class of third graders greeted the researcher with warm 
smiles and "Hello, do you remember me?" They had remembered their experi¬ 
ences with her the year before as second graders. 
Mrs. Samuels, looking up from her discussion with a student, 
greeted the researcher. After giving the researcher and the children a 
few minutes to reunite with each other, Mrs. Samuels said she would like 
to spend a few minutes having her children explain the various types of 
writing they had been involved with this year. They would proceed with 
their own writing after that. 
The students, with Mrs. Samuels interjecting for clarity, began to 
remember what they had written, stories of their own choosing and model¬ 
ing stories after published authors were the first recollections. One 
child had chosen to model her writing after Peggy Parish's writing. 
Mrs. Samuels felt that story was so well written she had the child send 
it to Ms. Parish. In return, the class received a letter from the 
author. 
The class had studied journalism and visited a nearby newspaper 
office, after which a thank you letter was sent to the editor. This 
letter appeared in the newspaper. Class volunteers then wrote and pro¬ 
duced a grade three newspaper, including a cartoon, obituary, farmer s 
report, birth announcements, and other reports. All of the news was 
factual and taken from various happenings in the school. 
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Animal stories had been written along with "gift" stories. A gift 
story, as explained to the researcher, was a story about a particular 
person or about something that person loved, and then the story was 
wrapped in ribbon and given as a present to that person. One youngster 
had written about things he enjoyed doing with his grandfather. Another 
child wrote about a new puppy her family had. The story included all the 
frustrations the mother had gone through, including the loss of her best 
shoes to the puppy's constant gnawing. 
Mapping and storytelling was a new experience for everyone this 
year. Mrs. Samuels had taken a university course over the summer and was 
incorporating what she has learned about storytelling into her writing 
program. The children chose stories from their reading and prepared 
them for storytelling time. During this preparation, they "mapped" the 
stories by sketching them, as best they could, on the chalkboard. After 
several rehearsals, the stories were told to the class. This technique 
was carried over to their written stories. Some mapped their own 
stories as they were writing them, and others chose to share their 
stories by telling them instead of reading them. 
"We also do paragraph writing," piped up one youngster. Each 
morning, the children begin their writing time by writing a paragraph on 
an assigned topic. Everyone felt this had helped them in their other 
writing. 
The researcher commented that the children had done so much since 
she had last seen them. One youngster replied it was fairly easy since 
they all had learned the alphabet backwards. With this cue, the entire 
class chorused the alphabet from "z" to “a". Mrs. Samuels explained that 
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at the beginning of the year they were challenged to learn the alphabet 
backwards. She told them that if they could do that, they could do any¬ 
thing. They believed her! 
Checking the clock, Mrs. Samuels directed the children to get their 
writing folders and continue with their work in progress. She turned on 
the classical music and as it quietly filled the air, the children 
scattered themselves around the room, getting comfortable before begin¬ 
ning their draft revisions and conferences. 
The researcher moved near the teacher and a child who were already 
in the middle of the conference. "You know when we do paragraphs and I 
pick the topic; do you want me to pick a topic now?" asked Mrs. Samuels. 
"I'm going to write about my dad," replied the youngster, looking 
up from his doodling. 
"I'll be back in a few minutes to read what you have started," 
Mrs. Samuels said, as she moved toward two other children involved in 
peer revisions. 
Several children worked separately at the front board, mapping 
their stories. Others were drafting alone at their seats. Another stu¬ 
dent was quietly asking for someone to help her with her writing as it 
came time for the researcher to leave. As she opened the door, several 
children looked up and smiled or waved, but most were too involved with 
their work to notice she had gone. 
Teacher Interview III--Eleven Months 
After the Inservice 
How k&6 wsuXinQ p/Log/iam changed tinea la*t gzaA? Mrs. Samuels 
pointed out that she had changed her writing program to fit her needs. 
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Since the new third graders had been part of this study the previous 
year, they were quite familiar with the writing process. "They were 
taught very carefully last year," she assessed. "They respect and fol¬ 
low the process. . . . Their final copies are frequently published in 
some form, either on bulletin boards, illustrated and sent home as wall 
hangings, put on the general bulletin board in the hall, or made into 
books." 
In addition to the free choice writing, she had added several other 
concentrations. One was storytelling. Combining the techniques she had 
learned about storytelling from a course taken over the summer with 
other writing techniques, Mrs. Samuels felt she had strengthened her 
writing program. 
The children also participated in writing with a specific purpose. 
They had modeled stories after professional works, written letters and 
composed their own newspaper. They were working on forming better para¬ 
graphs by writing a paragraph a day on an assigned topic. Mrs. Samuels 
felt she had always had difficulty teaching the children to write in 
paragraphs, especially when their stories were long. "Teaching 
[paragraphs] from the other end, paragraph to story, instead of story to 
paragraph, seemed to work better," she continued. "I'm also using 
writing to teach grammar, punctuation skills and spelling." Each stu¬ 
dent was required to choose two to five misspelled words from his/her 
stories. These words were added to their existing weekly spelling list. 
Mrs. Samuels was also writing with her students. "I write the para¬ 
graphs every day. I sit at the table with some of the kids. I don't 
write stories. ... We had a playground dedication and I had to write 
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something for that. ... It may be a thank you letter. . . . They help 
me revise my writing except for the paragraph writing. Those are shared 
and we discuss the main ideas, but they are not revised." 
The main change from last year was that "writing happens much more 
frequently and it is their thing," said Mrs. Samuels. "I write with 
them all the time. Another thing that's changed ... is that we are 
writing for very specific reasons now. It's no longer a cute little 
story about my cat. ... I feel the children are learning not just 
writing a little story to share, but how much power there is in writing. 
The word goes a long way." 
[illicit Mai tko, mo&t <jL(\{\<Lcudt£ p<wt oh tkn pfiOQtam to continue? When 
asked this question, Mrs. Samuels replied she had difficulty getting the 
children to record the questions and comments that were discussed during 
peer conferences. She expressed her unclear feelings about this matter. 
On one hand, she felt it was something the students should do; and on 
the other, she felt they were remembering what was said in a conference 
without this written record. "It's not one of my top priorities," she 
concluded. 
(jJkcut twit* o/\ auppoaX would have been keZpAul a.j.ttn. tko, {\a(LAJUXci£oti 
Support Mrs. Samuels would have liked to have received after the 
researcher left was "more training in helping the children revise, keep¬ 
ing the questions in mind so they weren't going to say, 'Oh, it sounds 
good to me,' but to ask pointed questions, to demand as an author for the 
reader to respect your writing enough to give honest feedback. 
She did not feel she had not taught the children how to respond to 
each other's work well enough. "They're revising. The questions have 
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been there. We go over them all the time, what questions to ask about 
the stories, how to identify the parts of the story the writer is not 
secure with ... but I could have used more help." 
mat do t/ou (iael wot moit uAaznt next afap U? and How do uou 
vatgnd to move .tn that dUection? A pressing concern to Mrs. Samuels was 
how to "modify this program to reach those children who are not writing 
yet or who are not writing up to a point I feel is satisfactory to 
them." 
In order to work with this concern, she felt she needed to talk to 
people who had more experience with the writing process than she. She 
also planned to read more about writing and the teaching of writing to 
young children. 
A new child was giving her concern too. This child had difficulty 
communicating in general so she was encouraging him to tell stories in 
the storytelling sessions. She also attempted to engage him in conversa¬ 
tions. "I ask him more questions than I ask other children . . . ques¬ 
tions like 'How are you today? What did you do last night?' hoping to 
stimulate some verbal communication." 
Vo ifou have, any intention* to apply thi6 papczaa to otkoji joaAtA o{ 
if qua ouAAtcutum? Learning to teach writing as a process had carried over 
into other curriculum work. Mrs. Samuels had discovered that the teacher 
did not always have to be the final evaluator for the children's work. 
They could evaluate their own and each others'. Not only did this dis¬ 
covery lighten the teacher's work load, more importantly it enabled the 
children to gain confidence in their own abilities, she said. 
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Before the inservice program, children had graded their own math 
papers, but Mrs. Samuels had not thought of transferring these techniques 
to other areas. Now she had. This year, "they not only have to work 
with a partner and correct their papers, they have to prove their answers 
are correct. They share and revise their reading work in their work¬ 
books and discuss possible answers. . . . There's no grading per se. I 
really encourage thinking more than the right or wrong answer. ... A 
lot of times I've had children convince each other their answers were 
better than the one in the teacher's book. ... I think the process is 
carried through even in the art class. We talk about mistakes and making 
mistakes into something even better than we anticipated. They understand 
that because of the writing process we've been through." 
Hoiv hob youA wnjjtLm p/ioq/icun affected the tizAt oh the school? "I've 
gotten a lot of good feedback from parents. . . . Every child has the 
ability to write. . . . Certainly the box of paints an art company sent 
to us in response to questions we mailed to them about colors had a good 
influence on the school. ... I see other teachers wanting to be 
involved. That's the beginning point." 
When teachers asked Mrs. Samuels about her program, she told them 
to begin by reading Graves' (1983) research. She also opened her class¬ 
room to anyone who would like to observe her students writing. 
Mrs. Samuels said she had noticed that the first grade teacher, who was 
not a part of this program last year, was having students write. She 
felt this was an extension of this inservice program. 
'jJkcut inMutnce. did tkz facsLLttato'i have in uoua mltuig pMgsiam?_ 
and WlvLch o{\ the. tzckwiciutb uAzd. by thz mzac nio^t helpful?. 
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"The feedback and notes proved to be quite important," said 
Mrs. Samuels. "I think you must have coached for application very 
well. . . . They [the techniques used by the researcher] all tie together. 
They're like steps. Theory was probably the least important, yet neces¬ 
sary. The modeling was the most important thing to me to get me going. 
I tried to do it exactly the way you did. . . . Sometimes I didn't do 
as well and was a little disappointed." When this happened, Mrs. Samuels 
said she just tried it again, using her own style, what she was familiar 
with yet keeping in mind what the researcher's purpose was. "I really 
tried to think how my teaching was affecting the children and whether I 
was doing the best thing for them." 
"It's different, this idea of letting them [the children] feel the 
pain of writing. That was real different for me. I had to stand back 
and watch and wait. ... I felt you being here, first of all, gave me 
a real commitment. It wasn't a book on the shelf saying I should do it, 
but a warm body. Also, I felt totally secure in your being here. Any¬ 
one coming into the room to help effect a new change has to be someone 
other people can trust." 
"The first thing the writing program taught me was that writing 
should be the children's own responsibility. That I should give 
time . . . allow them . . . respect the children to choose their own 
writing ... to work and struggle and suffer the pain and anguish . . . 
to be really proud that they had worked hard and done the job on their 
own." 
"The teacher in the seventh grade where my son is now said her stu- 
she didn't have the time to correct all dents were not writing because 
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their writing. ... I used to do all that, but I don't do that any¬ 
more. ... I'm very proud of the children. ... I feel we've come 
a long way this year." 
Case Study III: Mrs. Perry 
(Fifth Grade) 
Initial Observation--Before 
the Inservice Program 
The fifth grade classroom contained twenty-five desks and classroom 
dividers which enabled the room to be sectioned off. A bulletin board 
stretched the length of the back wall, while basal readers and reference 
books lined the window shelves. The students, all seated quietly, were 
busy working on their writing--an assigned topic, "An Experience I Had," 
while Mrs. Perry sat at her desk conferring with various students as they 
came up to her. Looking up from the story she was reading, Mrs. Perry 
reminded one latecomer to take out his language arts book and begin 
working. 
As the writing time continued, students lined up behind each other 
waiting for a conference with their teacher. Mrs. Perry spent at least 
five minutes with each person, silently reading the student's paper, 
pointing out grammatical mistakes and referring the child to former 
lessons.that had been taught about certain skills. "You've got a sen¬ 
tence a mile long. We've got to do something about that. . . . You 
could stop here." Mrs. Perry pointed to a spot in the child's piece 
before continuing, "Read that to me. . . .Do you notice what you just 
did? Instead of a comma, what should that be? I think the rest of it 
is good, just wrap it up. You're giving away the ending in the title. 
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Think about it." 
The secretary stepped into the room and gave a note to Mrs. Perry. 
After reading the note silently, Mrs. Perry read the announcement about 
basketball practice aloud to the class. Immediately turning to the next 
child standing in line, Mrs. Perry proceeded to read that youngster's 
paper silently, while the child weaved back and forth on her crossed 
feet. 
Shortly, Mrs. Perry looked up from the paper, scanned the room and 
asked one student what he was doing. The boy answered that he was think¬ 
ing. Mrs. Perry continued, "I don't mind your writing ..." The boy 
interrupted her saying, "I don't know what to write about." Mrs. Perry 
frowned without answering him, and continued the interrupted conference. 
The youngster she spoke to continued to stare out the window. 
The rest of the class was busy in various writing activities. 
Several students talked to each other; one boy had just read his story 
to the other. "Did you really hit the ball?" asked the reader. A con¬ 
versation continued between the two students about the ball game and other 
activities they were familiar with. 
By the end of the observation, most of the students were still work¬ 
ing on their stories, two people were using dictionaries, two were shar¬ 
ing their ideas with each other, the boy who entered late was working 
in his text and one person was staring into space. Mrs. Perry looked up 
from the story she was reading and smiled to say good-bye as the 
researcher indicated she was leaving. 
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Teacher Interview I--Before 
the Inservice Program 
Wkcut u'sujttnq? "Writing," according to Mrs. Perry, "is putting 
thoughts or ideas down on paper whatever way is appropriate at the time, 
whether it be original or not." 
Wkat u> t/ouA pu/ipo^e In taacking LVtUtinq? and In u)hat wam> 
Meeting tmpoAtant {\OK cfvLtdAm? Fon adultA? Mrs. Perry felt it was 
important for everyone to know how to write for clarity. That was her 
purpose in teaching writing. "I feel that it's important to be able to 
learn to express yourself in writing, whether it be in preparation for 
higher learning or for jobs they might have or filling out job or college 
applications," she added. "I'm one of those people who believes you 
never know what you might need and this is something you should have." 
What do you. emptoXze in youA wntttng p/iogmrn? "Clarity of expres¬ 
sion, regardless of what it is that they want to get across. It must be 
said logically and sensibly." 
What <zJL(>jn<ivv&> do2.6 a good wsitteJi have.? A good writer, Mrs. Perry 
said, not only had the ability to organize his thoughts so that the writ¬ 
ing flowed with expression, he also had a good vocabulary. 
What tuvet o<i waiting do uou do? Over the years, Mrs. Perry had 
drafted several articles for professional magazines and hoped to someday 
have them published. At this time, however, she had not "put in the time 
to polish them for publication. "I tend to be a perfectionist." She 
said she did enjoy her journal writing which she did sporatically. 
What (Viz the, components -In youa tvsutxncj pK.ogn.an\._ The first half of 
the year, Mrs. Perry taught her students sentence and paragraph structure 
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learning to form good paragraphs, what constitutes good paragraphs, 
where to put periods within paragraphs, plus getting into using vocabu¬ 
lary too." 
From paragraph writing, the fifth graders "expanded into . . . writ¬ 
ing a story or personal experience which is what they were working on at 
the time of this inservice. Later in the year, they would learn letter 
writing because, "it is a component of our basic skills test." Poetry 
would be taught at the end of the year. 
The fifth graders are expected to write a rough draft of the 
assigned topic, check it over themselves for errors, and then have another 
student do the same. "They're looking for any really obvious efforts-- 
words that are left out . . . spelling . . . capitals, or just something 
they've left out, a big gap. When they feel they've done as much as 
they can, then they bring it to me." Mrs. Perry read each story, look¬ 
ing for more of the same type of errors. "Then they rewrite it. It has 
to be pretty letter perfect to be a final draft. Then we file them." 
The file on each student could be reviewed by the principal during the 
year. At the end of the year, each student placed his/her papers in 
chronological order and reread them. "It's amazing what they themselves 
notice in their improvements." 
"Creative writing" had no set time schedule. The students wrote 
when the need arose. This "need" was in conjunction with their basal 
reading program. 
i/Jkcut tkz connection between fading and ui/uJxng? "Kids who read 
a lot on their own have a much better writing vocabulary and a better 
understanding of plot and how a story develops. . . . That's the basic." 
156 
Whcut typ&A Aupposyt have you, ^ecefved in tracking ivsuXinq? 
Mrs. Perry felt she had been supported in her efforts to teaching writing 
through the courses she had taken during her graduate program. She also 
received support from the former principal who supported a writing pro¬ 
gram, purchased grammar kits, self-instructional writing kits and intro¬ 
duced the teachers to their responsibility to teach writing. 
Six-Week Inservice Program 
First Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Perry. Mrs. Perry 
and the researcher met before the first classroom inservice to discuss 
what the researcher's role would be in the fifth grade classroom. 
Mrs. Perry felt it would be helpful if the researcher would conduct some 
activities or lessons, permitting Mrs. Perry to observe how her students 
responded. Since the fifth graders were already working on rough drafts 
of a story, it was decided the researcher should begin the next day with 
a lesson on revision. 
First Classroom Inservice. The revision lesson was conducted in the 
same manner as done in the third grade classroom with a few changes to 
place it on a fifth grade level. Comments from the students differed. 
Most of the students were not inhibited and spoke frankly about how they 
felt toward writing. When asked why anyone would revise, the first 
answer that was given was, "Because it's an assignment." Why a person 
would choose not to revise was followed with, "If it's [student s writ¬ 
ing] boring . . . if you don't care . . . if you've already improved it 
once . . • when the topic's boring." 
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The researcher gave no reaction to these comments and thanked the 
class for being honest. She said she was sure they would get along fine 
because of this honesty. "It's easier to help someone when they're 
honest about how they feel," she said. 
Mrs. Perry observed the lesson from her desk and did not interact 
with the researcher or her students. 
Second Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Perry. When the 
researcher and Mrs. Perry met later that same day, Mrs. Perry suggested 
the researcher continue working with the revision process with her stu¬ 
dents. She was interested in how the researcher asked questions and 
also how she handled classroom management. The researcher agreed. 
Mrs. Perry informed the researcher this was not an easy class to 
work with; they tested all adults. To complicate the situation, several 
fifth graders went to the sixth grade c’lass for language arts and several 
from the sixth were sent to the fifth due to their abilities in language 
arts. The students did not always come and go at the same time; and each 
time someone entered the class, a disruption was created. 
Second Classroom Inservice. The second classroom inservice was 
directed toward revision with the researcher modeling questions and com¬ 
ments that were helpful to writers. Several students volunteered to read 
their rough drafts in front of the class, enabling the class to practice 
phrasing comments and questions. 
After the first student read his piece, one youngster raised his 
hand and said, "You didn't say who your team was." 
There was a long period of silence. Several students glanced, first 
at Mrs. Perry and then back to the researcher. 
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Another hand went up. The writer called on the second student, "He 
didn't tell much about the game. He just said one team got one play and 
the other team lost." 
Again there was silence. The researcher waited for someone to 
speak; but after the silence continued longer, she broke in, "Is either 
of these comments important to your story?" 
"Yeah, it is," answered the writer. "Then that's something you 
might want to add. That's a revision." 
At this point the researcher demonstrated how to fill out the 
"sharing form" (Appendix A) as well as how to make changes on a draft 
without rewriting the whole story. 
The researcher turned the students' attention to commenting 
about what the writers did well. When the students finished commenting, 
the researcher thanked the writers for being willing to take the risk 
of reading in front of the class without knowing what would hap¬ 
pen . 
She then asked if the class felt revising their work might be 
easier now. One youngster seated in the front delightfully said, "No!" 
"I don't know. . . . It's boring!" between snickers from the other stu¬ 
dents . 
Calmly (consciously trying not to be defensive), the researcher 
said she hoped everyone would continue to be honest when working with her. 
"It's all right to disagree with me or not to like something. I only 
require one thing when you do and that is to know why you disagree or why 
you don't like something." Turning to the boy who made the statement, 
she continued, "Do you know why it's boring?" 
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Shaking his head "No," he paused, grinned, and then added, "It's 
boring because I don't like writing." 
The room grew silent. 
The researcher concluded this session by again thanking him for 
being honest and said that she hoped she might be able to change his 
mind about writing, "Maybe I will and maybe I won't, but those are 
honest feelings. ... I hope that over the next few weeks I can change 
your mind a bit. . . . Thanks." 
Again, Mrs. Perry observed in silence. 
Third Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Perry. When the 
researcher and teacher met later that morning, Mrs. Perry apologized for 
the behavior of her class. "They are difficult at times," she said. 
The researcher explained that the behavior had not upset her. She felt 
that she now knew the class better which would help in her approach with 
them. Personalities and classroom management had to be taken into con¬ 
sideration if she was to work effectively with the fifth grade class. 
Mrs. Perry's concern at this time was how she could help her stu¬ 
dents focus their attention on the mechanics of writing. It seemed to 
her that a checklist would be a good record keeping device for them. The 
researcher agreed that a record keeping device would be helpful and sug¬ 
gested Mrs. Perry begin with the items she expected her students to know 
at this point in the year. By leaving spaces at the end of the form, 
more items could be added later. Mrs. Perry said she would design the 
form. 
The researcher then shifted the conversation to the revision 
process, clarifying some points and questions Mrs. Perry had. The 
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researcher presented the revision process several ways so Mrs. Perry 
would be able to fit it into her own style of teaching. The researcher 
modeled questions and talked about connecting the writing to reading so 
the students could better understand plot, characterization, etc. 
A concern Mrs. Perry had was the principal's expectations of the 
teaching of writing. "We've been going under the assumption that what 
we were doing before is what is expected, but I feel uncomfortable with 
that now. I want to know that we are all on the same wave length." 
Mrs. Perry expressed her frustration with the demands the former princi¬ 
pal had set for writing, feeling it was "a little tedious. ... I 
would have rather moved on to other things, had a little more flexi¬ 
bility." The researcher suggested Mrs. Perry initiate a conversation 
with the present principal about her concerns. 
The researcher asked how Mrs. Perry felt about the first couple of 
sessions in her room. Mrs. Perry replied that she was "very pleased so 
far, comparing it with what's come before. . . . They [the kids] seem 
enthusiastic . . . although some are trying to use the time as a slough 
off time [speaking of the time the writers were involved with peer con¬ 
ferences]. . . . It's not a group that accepts change very well. . . . I 
think they've accepted this well." 
Other record keeping devices that would insure that students were 
using their time wisely were discussed. Mrs. Perry said she would think 
about putting some of those ideas into practice. 
The discussion then turned to Mrs. Perry's expectations for final 
copies. Each year her class had made an anthology of their poetry, so 
she thought she would try to do something like that with their prose. 
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The researcher offered her services if Mrs. Perry needed assistance. 
Before closing the meeting, the researcher commented on how wel¬ 
come she felt in Mrs. Perry's room and clarified what she would be doing 
for the next inservice. The researcher would work with peer conferences, 
modeling questions and comments which helped writers understand their 
writing process. She suggested that Mrs. Perry observe the researcher 
and, when she felt comfortable, interact with the peer conferences 
too. 
Third Classroom Inservice. The following day, the researcher 
helped individual children revise their work, listening to youngsters 
confer with each other, modeling questions and comments for the students 
as well as the teacher. 
Mrs. Perry observed and listened to the researcher and her stu¬ 
dents. On occasion, she assisted the youngsters as they attempted to 
guide each other's writing. This assistance was similar to the con¬ 
ference sessions the researcher had observed before the inservice ses¬ 
sions began. 
Fourth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Perry. Mrs. Perry 
had developed a small record keeping sheet to be used by the students to 
record the mechanics of writing they would be trying to improve 
(Appendix A). She also duplicated a record keeping device to help her 
keep a record of what each person expected to be working on during class 
time (Appendix A). These two management additions provided some of the 
structure Mrs. Perry felt were needed. 
The researcher talked with Mrs. Perry about ownership of writing. 
One of the purposes of asking questions instead of telling writers what 
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the teacher thought was wrong was to keep the ownership of the writing 
with the writer. She realized, the researcher said, that it was diffi¬ 
cult for a teacher to become the student, to have the writers make the 
decision; but research was indicating that this form of instruction 
helped students progress with their writing ability. 
Mrs. Perry agreed she had a difficult time only asking questions. 
Telling was so easy because, as the teacher, she could see what was 
wrong. It was decided the researcher would observe Mrs. Perry confer 
with students, interjecting and coaching when it seemed appropriate. 
Fourth Classroom Inservice. The next day, the students continued 
working on their revisions. Mrs. Perry moved around the room, confer¬ 
ring with various students. The researcher observed the proceedings. 
At times, the researcher broke into the conversation and modeled a ques¬ 
tion or comment. At other times, she waited until the conference was 
concluded and then spoke to the teacher alone. 
Fifth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Perry. The researcher 
opened the conversation by asking if Mrs. Perry had any questions about 
what had been happening in her room over the past few days. Mrs. Perry 
felt that most of her questions had been answered in the classroom. 
The researcher asked if they could discuss one observation she had 
made the day before; the amount of time Mrs. Perry conferred with some 
students seemed to be quite lengthy. Mrs. Perry felt this was necessary 
because, as in one case, the child had conferred with other children but 
no one was able to help him with placing the story in paragraphs. 
Another child was having trouble with periods and someone else had diffi¬ 
culty with sentence structure. This raised the question as to how 
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students could help each other when they themselves had little under¬ 
standing about certain skills. 
The researcher made several suggestions, such as small group les¬ 
sons, class lessons if most of the students were making the same mis¬ 
take, or having the students work at a table so the teacher could manage 
the small group and the rest of the class easier. Mrs. Perry remembered 
a self-instructional kit for grammar that she had never used. Maybe she 
would take another look at how she could use that kit with the writing 
process, she said. The researcher agreed that might be helpful. 
One other observation the researcher had made concerned Mrs. Perry's 
conference technique of trying to encourage the students to locate their 
own mistakes. Mrs. Perry would say, "Look at this [pointing to the 
child's paper but nowhere specific]. . . . What do you see?" 
The child had no idea what type of mistake the teacher had found, 
so would flounder, guessing at the answer. The researcher explained that 
she was sure Mrs. Perry had no intentions in playing a guessing game with 
the child, but that type of phrasing tended to put the child in the posi¬ 
tion of trying to guess what specific mistake the teacher was referring 
to. 
"Could I say, 'Do you see where the capital letters belong?"' 
asked Mrs. Perry. 
"Exactly," answered the researcher. "Explain to the child what you 
want him to look for." 
"I think I'm trying not to be too direct, and going overboard. 
Mrs. Perry added. 
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"It's difficult to catch something like that unless you're being 
observed or you tape yourself. It's an easy mistake to make," said 
the researcher. "I taped myself one semester to see the type of ques¬ 
tions I asked my students and I was appalled by some of the things I 
said. Asking questions is not easy," she concluded. 
This led the researcher and teacher into a discussion about dead¬ 
lines, expectaions, and letting the student develp at his/her own rate, 
yet meeting the pressures of evaluation. Mrs. Perry ended the conference 
by saying that she was writing outside the classroom. She felt more com¬ 
fortable writing at home. She had read what she had written to her 
class and they did not have any questions about her writing. They only 
commented that she had written a lot. It was Mrs. Perry's feeling that 
her fifth graders felt uncomfortable critiquing a teacher. The 
researcher agreed that it might be uncomfortable at first, but it pro¬ 
vided an opportunity to model questioning techniques and behavior. She 
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added that the discomfort would fade in time. 
It would be several days before the researcher would return, so 
Mrs. Perry agreed to continue having the children revise and edit 
their stories. Mrs. Perry wanted to see what the students could do with 
unassigned topics. She had decided to have them move on to new stories 
without making final copies of this story. Mrs. Perry thought the class 
would be ready to begin new topics by the next class inservice and sug¬ 
gested the researcher act as observer as well as a model when needed. 
Fifth Classroom Inservice. The class, for the most part, had com¬ 
pleted their assigned papers and were ready to begin new topics. 
Mrs. Perry had already begun to talk to the class about their new 
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assignment when the researcher walked in. She was saying that they 
could choose their own topics. "Can it be any story? Can it be a 
letter? Can it be another experience?" were some of the questions being 
asked. 
Mrs. Perry reassured them it was their choice. She suggested what 
they could do if they had questions or problems with their writing and 
then began to move around the room, observing what people were doing, 
conferring with others. 
A small group of youngsters, finishing the former assignment, were 
seated at the table helping each other with mechanical changes. Each 
had decided which area to work on. The writers' concerns were reflected 
by the checklist stapled to their papers. 
One child had decided to focus on capital letters, while another was 
asking for help with his spelling. Other children in the room were 
drafting or conferring with each other, while one child stared at his 
hands still in the prewriting stage. The reseracher and teacher moved 
around the room, basically observing, yet interacting with students when 
asked questions. When the researcher was about to leave, everyone was 
busy, not noticing the time had elapsed. 
Sixth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Perry. The researcher 
and teacher met briefly after this class. Mrs. Perry expressed having 
difficulty, because of personal commitments, to meet regularly. She felt 
she was beginning to understand the writing process and was learning by 
having the researcher observe her and her students, coaching all of them 
during class time. It was agreed that the researcher and teacher would 
continue to check in with each other outside the classroom time 
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periodically, however. 
The researcher s role at this point was set up to observe, model, 
and coach the youngsters and Mrs. Perry for the next few sessions. 
Sixth, Seventh, and Eighth Classroom Inservices. The researcher's 
role in the classroom changed from observing, modeling, and coaching to 
basically observing within these three sessions. By the third inservice 
session, the researcher held a conference with a few students, but 
Mrs. Perry moved around the room meeting the needs of most of the stu¬ 
dents . 
It was enjoyable to watch the students discuss their writing. The 
youngster who had stated at the beginning of the inservice that he 
thought writing was boring was busy writing about his first skiing 
experience. He took great pleasure when he discovered that not only his 
peers liked his story, but as he made changes, they as well as Mrs. Perry 
and the researcher remarked about his style. 
All the students were demonstrating remarkable improvement over 
their previous pieces. These writers were expressing more of their feel¬ 
ings in their stories, working hard to write so their peers would under¬ 
stand what they intended to say. Statements such as, "Is it really 
funny?" and "What else can -I say?" were routine questions being asked 
by the writers. 
Each day, Mrs. Perry began the class by asking each person what 
part of the process s/he intended to work on. This information was 
charted on the record keeping form. Later in the period, if a student 
looked to be avoiding the task s/he had stated, Mrs. Perry reminded them 
of their stated intentions by asking, "Will you please tell me what you 
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were going to do this period," or "How is what you are doing connected 
to . . . which you said you were going to work on?" There were very few 
times these questions had to be asked, but when they were, everyone con¬ 
tinued with his/her respective responsibility. 
Mrs. Perry noticed one child had been working on the same part of 
his draft for several days. "Do you need help?" Mrs. Perry asked as she 
approached him. When the student answered "No," Mrs. Perry continued, 
"How much longer will you need before you will be finished?" 
Seventh Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Perry. The 
researcher asked that Mrs. Perry and she meet, just to "touch base," 
since it had been a week since they had talked outside class. 
Mrs. Perry felt the writing classes were going well but did have 
one concern. She felt the students needed some reinforcement on the 
types of questions they should ask when stories were completed. She 
wanted the researcher to take charge of this lesson. 
Ninth Classroom Inservice. Mrs. Perry had asked for volunteers to 
read their completed stories in front of the whole class. The researcher 
moved to the front of the class after Mrs. Perry explained the researcher 
would be helping at this time. Mrs. Perry went to the back of the room 
to observe the session. 
The researcher reviewed the purpose of questions and comments once 
a writer had done the final draft before she asked if someone wanted to 
share his/her story with the class. The first writer to read was a boy 
who had written about his first skiing experience. The class laughed as 
he read about his skis falling off and ending up wrapped around a tree. 
He had intended his story to be funny and appreciated the laughter. One 
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student added, "I liked the descriptive words you used when you said, 
started to cruise . . .flew into a tree . . . dribbled down my leg.'" 
"You gave a lot of facts and it was funny," said another. 
Other children voluntarily read their stories, and questions and 
comments were given. The researcher interjected and rephrased some sug¬ 
gestions, others she asked the speaker to try to rephrase what had been 
said so the statement or question would be more helpful. She cut short 
any negative statement, reminding the speaker those types of statements 
were not helpful to anyone. 
Eighth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Perry. This was the 
last meeting before leaving the teacher on her own for two weeks, so the 
researcher asked Mrs. Perry how she felt the program was going. "I'm 
pleased with their responses," she said. "They're not an easy class to 
motivate." Mrs. Perry did not feel she would have any difficulty con¬ 
tinuing the process without the researcher. 
The researcher felt a need to find out from the students how they 
felt about the changes in their writing program since some of them had 
expressed such adamant feelings about writing at the beginning of the 
program. It was agreed the researcher could spend the last inservice 
session talking with the students about their writing. 
Tenth Classroom Inservice. The researcher explained to the class 
that she would not return for two weeks. She had enjoyed working with 
them and wanted to know how they now felt about writing. 
"It's more fun now. . . . It's not rushed. You get to do it at your 
own pace," said one boy. 
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"My story's better because I went over it, then read it to someone 
else that could tell me what they didn't like about it," added another. 
"I used to say, 'What the heck,' now I think about it a lot. ... I 
get to write what I want," was another comment. 
The boy who said writing was boring the first day added, "Sometimes 
it s still boring . . . when you have to change something." 
"Yeah, but you write so good," added a friend. 
A few other comments were made before the researcher again thanked 
them for their cooperation in the past few weeks. 
The class returned to their work in progress as the researcher left 
the room. 
Observation II—Following 
the Six Week Inservice 
The class opened their writing folders as the researcher entered 
the room. Mrs. Perry quickly questioned and recorded each person's 
intentions of work for this period. Spanning the room, the researcher 
noticed a new display of writing on the bulletin board. Not only the 
final drafts but the first drafts along with the revision papers gave 
witness to the writing process. 
Without direction, three children moved to the table to work 
together. Mrs. Perry held a conference with a child at the child's 
desk, then moved around the room conferring with various students. 
Sometimes she would ask only one question and other times she would 
spend a few minutes with the writer. 
The researcher observed one conversation in which the writer had 
obviously left out the revision stage of her writing. Mrs. Perry 
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explained the purpose of this stage to her before helping her begin her 
revisions. 
One student was working on a final draft, while another was in the 
middle of revisions. A boy asked a girl if he could have a conference 
with her. She filled out the sharing form as they discussed his writ- 
ing. 
Stories consisted of, "How I Broke My Leg," "The First of September," 
"The Magic House," "Caving," "A Skiing Experience." 
The researcher noticed another record keeping form had been added 
to the others. A "completed writing" form (Appendix A) had been 
designed to help the writer and teacher keep a record of the stories com¬ 
pleted . 
Teacher Interview 11--After 
the Six Week Inservice 
What -u> ivslittnq? Mrs. Perry continued to understand writing to be 
a form of communication in which the writer expressed himself on paper. 
What element* doe-i a good, wntten. have.? and What -u> the connection 
between wading and. wtuting? A good writer could organize his/her 
thoughts, painting a picture creatively and expressively with words, 
said Mrs. Perry. Having a good reading background exposed the writer to 
ideas and ways of expressing those ideas. Mrs. Perry felt a person 
needed to be a reader in order to be a writer. 
What type,6 oj ittnq do you do? She, too, was writing, having 
started a story in class. She hoped to finish it along with her stu¬ 
dents. It was still difficult, she said, for her students to critique 
it for her. She was not sure how she would handle this problem. 
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ln_u)kcut u)ayi> U> uj/UXlnQ important kon ckUdAzn? Fpsi adults? 
Primarily, Mrs. Perry said, her purpose in teaching writing was to help 
her students express themselves clearly and concisely so they would feel 
comfortable in using writing as a method of communication as adults. 
She hoped she could make it a pleasurable experience for them. 
Hou) much time, do youA i>tudznt6 fiave to w/vitu? and luJkout ojvl the 
c.ompcme.n£i> in if qua w/uXing psiog/iam? Writing in the fifth grade classroom, 
following the inservice, consisted of forty-five minutes a day, three 
days a week. 
Mrs. Perry felt she wanted to make some writing assignments along 
with permitting the students to choose their own topics. But whether 
writing was by choice or assigned, the students went through all the 
stages of the writing proposal--rough drafts, revisions, conferences, 
editing, and final drafts. She was helping her students move through 
these stages in a recursive fashion versus a linear direction. 
Uhcit do you. mph.cu><iz& ^in youA u'nXtivig p/ioqfia.m? "More self analysis, 
really being critical of their work before they take it to someone else," 
was the emphasis Mrs. Perry now placed on writing for her students. 
Hoiv do l/ou think youA btudzwU {\12JL about ui/uXinq now? Mrs. Perry 
felt her studnets enjoyed the writing process more than her former pro¬ 
gram because "the feedback's from each other. That a freedom. . . .It's 
not as though I'm that critical, but . . . it’s easier hearing it from 
another kid." 
Hou) do&> approach cLi^nsi &tiom ujoan. fioAmeA appMoaoh? This writ¬ 
ing process, Mrs. Perry said, was less teacher directed, especially 
because the students were involved in peer conferences. This gave her 
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more freedom to focus on areas of writing that really needed the 
teacher s attention and it gave more time for the students to work on 
their writing. "Students now have an active part," she added. "They 
have to be really critical of their own work before they take it to 
someone else." 
Vo you plan to continue tkci on.OQH.cm? and What tiip&A 06 -iupponX 
have you, ^.ecgloud. In tzapklncj wnJjtiviQ? Mrs. Perry said she did intend 
to continue the writing program for the rest of the present year and 
definitely planned to begin next year even though she felt little support 
from other staff members. 
Wkcut pa/ut o{\ ttvU pA.oqA.am kcos be.zn moi>t koJLp{\ut to you.? and Wkcut 
pojvt o{\ tku> pn.oQnjm kcu been lnou>t heJLp{\uJl to you.? "Peer conferences 
have been the most helpful because they free up my time to focus on other 
areas of writing. They give me more time to work on their writing." 
"What part has been least helpful? Nothing!" 
Interview III--Eleven Months 
After the Inservice 
Holv h.aA l/oua iv/uJxnq pn.OQH.am akarntd 4-ince lcu>£ yzan? and What 
voaA tlte mo6t dLLMlduJU pant 06 thz pnognam to continue? Mrs. Perry 
began teaching in September but only taught for six weeks due to a 
maternity leave of absence. She had begun the writing program however, 
she said, and carried it through for those six weeks. 
Although Mrs. Perry tried to "follow some routine, it seemed to 
take longer to get started" with a new class of twenty-five fifth graders 
who had not been exposed to the writing process and had done very little 
writing as fourth graders. It was difficult, Mrs. Perry added, to "get 
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the kids used to the routine. They wanted a lot of help. I tried to 
put them off, convince them they didn't have to rely on me." 
UkcU type. o(\ Auppo/it LVouZd have, been keJLpAuJt a^tzA tWo, {\<xcjJU£oLtofi 
£■<£{)£? "It would have been helpful," Mrs. Perry said, referring to this 
new class, "having someone with me to help me get started this year." 
What do you. hunt uoua mo&t \jjiqznt ktiy and Holv do you Intend 
to move tn that duizctton? Mrs. Perry felt good about what she had done 
and felt her next step was to begin again after she returned to her 
class. 
Hom hcu> youA. ivsuttnq pA.oqA.am greeted thz KZ6t o{\ tkz 6ckool? For 
the most part, the students who had participated in last year's class, 
according to Mrs. Perry, had positive attitudes toward writing. "Each 
class had a different focus, yet they all seemed to enjoy it and feel 
good about writing. ... It has made my kids feel good and powerful even 
for this short time," she concluded. 
What in{\lumcz did, tkz hacsULitaton kavz In uoulA cutting pfiognam? 
and Which oh the. tzc.kyilQu.zb the, aaed mobt helpful? Modeling seemed 
to be the one component of the inservice that helped Mrs. Perry the most, 
yet, she said, " all [the techniques] were helpful. Each had its part." 
Case Study IV: Mrs. Gordon 
(Sixth Grade) 
Initial Qbservation--Before 
the Inservice Program 
This sixth grade classroom, although it was the same size as the 
other classrooms, appeared crowded with the combination of tables and 
desk arrangement for the twenty-eight youngsters which made up this 
174 
class. There was little unused space. 
A hand-drawn map of the United States hung on the bulletin board 
next to a list of class duties and a "scribble" sheet. Textbooks lined 
the window shelves up to the chalkboard. The chalkboard was completely 
clean except for the day's assignments. Erasers set on the chalk tray, 
but no chalk was present because the students, said Mrs. Gordon, doodled 
on the board whenever they have a chance. 
Mrs. Gordon sat at her desk, conferring with a student when the 
researcher entered the room. Two youngsters were making and throwing 
paper airplanes at each other, one was reading a library book and 
another student was observing the happenings of the room. The rest of 
the class was working in workbooks or on a writing assignment. 
Mrs. Gordon, holding a youngster's paper in front of her, began to 
read it, stopped and asked the student, "What do you do with words in 
the title?" After the girl answered, Mrs. Gordon continued, "Now, here's 
one when you're writing the dollar sign so you don't put a decimal." 
At this point another child arrived at the teacher's desk and 
interrupted the conference. Mrs. Gordon stopped to answer that student's 
question, then returned to the writer, "How does the next sentence sound 
if you leave that word out?" 
Within minutes, Mrs. Gordon looked up, disciplined the class for 
their loudness, then again returned her attention to the writer and her 
paper. 
Twenty minutes after the researcher began her observation, the 
special education teacher entered the room and started working with one 
child. The rest of the youngsters occupied their time talking, drawing 
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pictures and pulling small pranks on each other. This scene repeated 
itself throughout the class period. 
Teacher Interview I--Before 
the Inservice Program 
Wkat wsUtsing? "Writing," according to Mrs. Gordon, is "a form 
of expression of yourself, putting your ideas on paper." 
Mhat typ&A ofi wsvUxnq do you, do? and In uhcut wcuf6 wtuXinQ 
-unpoHjtcLvvt {\oh. chsLtcUi2.vi? Fok. aduitt^>? While Mrs. Gordon, herself, only 
had time to write short notes, reports, and letters, she felt the ability 
to express oneself by writing was important for adults. She felt writing 
was important to her students because "there will be demands made upon 
them for the next six years . . . reports without plagarizing for exam¬ 
ple." 
Whcut do you, empkca^izz ljoua. ivsi-Ltinq psLoqsiam? Mrs. Gordon empha¬ 
sized "fulfilling the assignment, sentence structure, sticking to the 
main idea, and properly expressing oneself." 
What eZzmiinti don* a good. wUWi kavt? and Whaut the connection 
beXwe.e.n steading and Mooting? "A good writer," she continued, "loves 
writing and is self-disciplined, believing in what he writes. A good 
writer wants to share [writing] with others." The more one reads, the 
easier writing becomes. She added, "It's exposure. . . . Slow readers 
have a hard time writing." 
Hoiaj muck do you/i &£u.d<iyi£-!> kavn to uwXtc? and What cla.c the 
component in. tjouA Meeting psiogfiam? Mrs. Gordon's students wrote five 
hours a week. This included working in their language arts books, writ¬ 
ing spelling sentences, creative writing, and subject centered reports 
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in science and social studies. 
The topics for creative writing were teacher chosen for the most 
part and teacher graded. The students were responsible for writing the 
first draft, changing any errors they had made, having their work cor¬ 
rected by the teacher and then writing a final copy. The importance of 
completing assignments and using proper sentence structure as well as 
having the students express themselves and making sure they had the main 
idea was stressed in each assignment. 
What if qua puApoAtz -in tzaching uvUtinq? "To encourage them to 
express themselves and to enjoy it." 
What tc/peA o{\ auppo/it havt 140a sizceAvzd in tzaclvinq LVsUttnq? As a 
first year classroom teacher, Mrs. Gordon felt she received support from 
the principal because the principal had not told her how to teach writ¬ 
ing. The principal recognized students' quality work though because 
she displayed some of their written work on the hall bulletin boards. 
Six Week Inservice Program 
First Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Gordon. Mrs. Gordon 
explained that her class was working on an assigned topic. After some 
discussion, it was concluded that the researcher should begin the first 
inservice session introducing the idea of revision. Understanding that 
revision involved peer conferences, Mrs. Gordon expressed her concern 
that this sixth grade class might not be able to cope with the type of 
interaction needed for peer conferences. "They don't interact welli 
there's lots of competition. They're unique, from diverse families. 
Some come from homes with a single parent, others, different values. 
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There are different values from art to economics," Mrs. Gordon 
said. 
She continued to share some anecdotes about various students, 
obviously feeling empathy for each individual's life. Her request for 
insights on how to help these students learn to work together was mixed 
with apologies for their actions and a plea for understanding. 
The researcher tried to reassure Mrs. Gordon that she could manage 
such a diverse class. She asked that Mrs. Gordon, since she had not had 
the opportunity to write much herself, participate in the writing process 
alongside the students, at least for the first few classes; not the 
entire class time, but for about the first ten to fifteen mintues of each 
period. Researchers, it was explained, have learned that teachers' writ¬ 
ing helped them understand the process and how to teach it better. 
It was agreed that the researcher would begin with a lesson on 
revision the following day. 
First Classroom Inservice. The sixth graders were seated at their 
respective desks or tables as the researcher entered the room. 
Mrs. Gordon, seated behind her desk, asked the students to give their 
attention to the researcher. 
AH eyes rested on the researcher as she began the lesson using the 
same approach as taken in the previous classes. She introduced herself, 
set the ground rules and began talking about the process of writing in 
general and revision in particular. 
Even though the ground rules of raising hands and speaking so every¬ 
one could hear were explained, the students began talking out of turn, 
using one word or short phrases for answers and generally were not paying 
attention. The researcher politely, but firmly, explained the rules 
again, repeating the reasons for her requests. Several students 
responded by raising their hands. 
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One boy consistently interrupted with questions and comments out of 
context. Mrs. Gordon interceded a few times pleading, "Class, please 
let's cooperate!" This particular student, Tommy, continued to inter¬ 
rupt. 
When the researcher began to write the list of reasons to revise on 
the board, she asked if Tommy would please copy them onto a paper so 
another student could make a poster to hang in the room later. Tommy 
jumped up immediately, got a piece of paper and began to copy what was 
being written on the board. As he moved to a closer seat, several others 
snickered and made mocking noises. Tommy smiled at the attention. The 
researcher ignored the remarks. Tommy did not interrupt again, except 
once to ask the researcher to step aside because she was blocking the 
chalkboard. 
At the end of the lesson, the researcher turned to Tommy and said, 
"Thank you for doing such a fine job. Now who would like to make a 
poster from his notes? It needs to be done by tomorrow." Several hands 
went up and the researcher chose a girl. Tommy, who had also raised 
his hand, sounded out, "That's not fair. I want to do it. The 
researcher suggested they work together. Again, snickering and noises 
were made but the two agreed. 
Before the researcher left the room, she explained to the class 
that she was pleased to be working with them and was excited about her 
return. 
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Second Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Gordon. Mrs. Gordon 
and the researcher met later that same day to discuss personalities in 
the class and the researcher's approach with them. After time was spent 
discussing several students, the researcher asked Mrs. Gordon if she had 
any questions. She did not. Mrs. Gordon felt she needed to see the 
researcher teaching more before she would have some questions about the 
process, so it was decided the researcher would continue working with 
the students with their revisions during the next class inservice. 
Second Classroom Inservice. This class inservice involved teaching 
the students ways to confer with each other. The researcher introduced 
the class to the "sharing form" (Appendix A), modelled questions and 
comments, and asked the students to work in pairs. There was a lot of 
irritation when she asked them to team with the person seated next to 
them for the convenience of the limited class time. Boys and girls 
objected working together as well as some girls objected to other girls. 
Some students opposed reading their stories out loud to another person, 
while others could not think of any questions or comments to make. The 
class time was spent in the logistics of peer conferences. 
Mrs. Gordon remained at her desk involved in her own writing during 
this class, looking up once in awhile to instruct a child to cooperate 
with the researcher. Approximately half way through the class, the 
special education teacher entered the room. She sat next to Mrs. Gordon. 
The two teachers conversed off and on during the rest of the class. 
Third Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Gordon. Mrs. Gordon s 
first question when she met with the researcher after school was if she 
and the special education teacher, Mrs. Myers, could be writing partners 
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for revision conferences. Mrs. Myers was assigned to work with two 
youngsters during the writing time. She hoped to learn about the writing 
process so she could help her students. The researcher agreed with the 
arrangement, adding that it would also be necessary for Mrs. Gordon to 
become involved with the students so if she split the writing time in 
half, both objectives could be accomplished. 
Mrs. Gordon asked to read the story she had written. "I debated on 
my story because I thought it was humorous," she said as she explained 
why she chose her topic. 
The discussion then turned to the next inservice session. 
Mrs. Gordon expressed her hesitancy to become actively involved in the 
process, so the researcher suggested the researcher work with the class 
on revisions a while longer but needed advice as to the approach. "I can 
teach the class as a while or I can work with a small group that is ready. 
Which would be better to work with, the whole class?" Mrs. Gordon then 
asked the researcher to explain the revision process to her once again 
since she was still having difficulty understanding it. 
The meeting concluded with Mrs. Gordon saying she was glad she her¬ 
self was writing because she always seemed to find other things to do 
rather than write. Even when the students had "sustained silent reading" 
and teachers were supposed to read, she graded papers, she said. 
Mrs. Gordon felt she was beginning to understand her students who 
tried to get out of reading and writing a little better, "especially my 
non-readers who will end up trying to find other things to do. It's 
interesting." Mrs. Gordon continued, "Several of them [students] came 
up and wanted me to read what they had done and a couple of them 
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weren't coy enough to say, 'Are you in a good stopping place?' They 
are used to my correcting their papers and then rewriting it for them. 
Now in social studies, I've made them write a second rough draft and 
they are put out, after all their work ..." 
The researcher agreed that the students probably felt "put out" 
because they had been taught for five years that the teacher would do 
it. 
Third Classroom Inservice. The researcher began the third class 
inservice the next day by reading a story she had written about her own 
son when he was twelve. The students were fascinated with the story, 
interrupting so often that she had to ask them to please refrain from 
asking questions until she had completed her reading. At that point, 
the researcher said, "Okay, now help me improve my piece." The room 
fell silent. 
Finally, Tommy said, "There's nothing wrong with it; it's fine." 
"No, it isn't," the researcher answered. "It can be improved." 
Slowly, at first, the comments came. "How old did you say your 
son was?" asked one child. 
"About your age," replied the researcher. 
"Then he repeats the word 'Gosh' too much," said another stu¬ 
dent. 
"He would use a lot of other slang words, too," piped up another 
boy as the questions and comments developed. 
At the end of the class, the researcher thanked the students for 
their help. She had not expected this critique to take so long, but 
the sixth graders' enthusiasm kept the discussion going. 
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Fourth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Gordon. The fourth 
meeting took place three school days after the third class inservice. 
Mrs. Gordon said she continued to work with her class with their first 
drafts and revisions. She found it difficult for these students to act 
as consultants for one another. "Half the time," Mrs. Gordon said, 
"they work with a friend so they do a lot of socializing. They say, 
'Oh, that's great' when it comes to helping with the writing." 
The researcher talked about how children at this age were very 
social, and writing conference time could be used in just that way if 
expectations were not monitored. She explained the process was harder 
to learn at the sixth grade level because of past practices and sug¬ 
gested that Mrs. Gordon help the students stay on their tasks and at 
the same time model the type of questions and behavior expected by mov¬ 
ing among the students, listening and interacting with them. 
Another approach, added the researcher, might be to have the stu¬ 
dents work in small groups. The researcher confirmed Mrs. Gordon's 
feeling that this class did have difficulty working together and that 
that skill needed to be addressed. Ways to address the problem of help¬ 
ing the students work together were discussed. 
Next, they read and discussed some of the questions and comments 
students had written on their sharing forms. The researcher advised 
Mrs. Gordon to point out the questions and comments that were appro¬ 
priate and helpful to the writer and to praise this work to the whole 
class. This would serve as a model for others. It was decided the 
researcher would continue working with the students on the revision 
process. 
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Fourth Classroom Inservice. The next class began with the 
researcher sharing the revisions she had made on her story. The stu¬ 
dents were interested in seeing how she had incorporated their ideas. 
More questions and comments were added. 
Once this sharing was over, the researcher instructed the students 
to begin working on their own pieces. This time, Mrs. Gordon moved 
around the room, working with small groups of students. For the most 
part, discipline was carried out by the researcher. 
Fifth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Gordon. During the 
fifth meeting, two school days after the fourth inservice session, 
Mrs. Gordon said the students were beginning to understand the revision 
process. "The kids are getting very excited," Mrs. Gordon said. "I've 
seen big changes in several students." 
The discussion continued about revision for a few minutes before 
Mrs. Gordon turned her attention to report cards and evaluating the 
creative writing. In the past, she said, "the students didn't even 
know where I was headed . . . so if they did at least one rough draft 
and we went over it and they copied it over . . . they got a 'good' 
grade." The grade was determined by completion of the work not on the 
content or learning involved in the process. Discussion on evaluation 
resulted. The researcher made some explicit suggestions based on what 
Mrs. Gordon said her expectations were. 
Before the meeting concluded, the researcher directed the conversa¬ 
tion to the fact that even though the students could use more time on 
revision skills, they must move on or the process might not be completed 
by the inservice. It was decided the researcher would introduce the 
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editing process the next day. 
Fjfth Classroom Inservice. Editing techniques were introduced, 
along with the editing form (Appendix A), and the students paired up to 
work on one mechanical problem. Each writer could decide which problem 
to work on. There was very little reaction about teaming with the 
person next to them this time. The students began immediately to edit 
their papers, continuing throughout the class period. 
Mrs. Gordon sat at her desk observing this class. 
Sixth Classroom Inservice. This inservice session took place with¬ 
out a meeting due to scheduling problems. Some students were still 
working on their editing process so continued, while others began their 
final copies. Those who did not finish were given time to do so later 
that day. 
Discipline by this time was virtually not a problem as the teacher 
and the researcher moved around the room conferring with all the stu¬ 
dents . 
Sixth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Gordon. Three school 
days later, Mrs. Gordon and the researcher were able to meet. They dis¬ 
cussed completion of the stories now in progress so the students would 
have an opportunity to run through the process one more time before the 
end of the inservice. 
Mrs. Gordon wanted to observe the researcher's approach in having 
the students choose their own topics. It was decided the researcher 
would introduce the students to choosing their own topics the next day. 
Seventh Classroom Inservice. The seventh classroom inservice began 
with an explanation that everyone would write a story of his/her own 
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choosing. Topics were brainstormed and listed on the board before the 
writing began. 
The researcher talked with each person in the room on an individual 
basis, helping those who were having difficulty with topic selection. 
Once a person chose a topic, s/he began writing, including Mrs. Gordon. 
The researcher continued to answer questions, such as if the writing had 
to be fictional or not, or if it could be a poem, even though these 
questions had been covered in the introduction. 
One youngster carried on a lengthy conversation with her about his 
future as a cartoonist. By the time the writing period ended, everyone 
continued to be involved in writing. 
Seventh Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Gordon. Mrs. Gordon 
expressed her excitement about what she was seeing happening in her room 
for the past two school days. She said students were beginning to ask 
when it would be writing time. Phillip, who usually wrote only two or 
three lines for a story, had three pages already. In fact, Mrs. Gordon 
revealed, most of the students would only write six to eight sentences 
when assigned a topic but were now writing-pages. 
Mrs. Gordon wanted to discuss a problem that had arisen the day 
before. Phillip had asked the class to listen to his story, but when 
"... they picked up on his mistakes, he withdrew from the story. 
... But my point is it didn't turn him off from writing because he's 
ready to do another story. ... The first one was finished as far as 
he was concerned," said Mrs. Gordon. 
The researcher talked about risk taking for beginning writers and 
how the teacher needed to control the amount of feedback a child 
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received, so the writer would continue to feel safe to risk. Mrs. Gordon 
felt she may have praised Phillip too much and when he did not get that 
from his peers, he rejected his own work. Discussion continued about 
risk taking and how the author could structure support so writers felt 
safe to risk. 
Since the researcher would not be returning to the sixth grade class¬ 
room for three more school days, she recommended that Mrs. Gordon use a 
record keeping form (Appendix A) which would help out the responsibility 
of working on the students. This "Intentions" form enabled the teacher 
to keep a record of what each child said s/he would do that day; it 
could be referred to if there was a question about a student not working 
on his/her designated task. 
The researcher suggested that Mrs. Gordon continue working with her 
students on their conference skills, especially the types of questions 
they asked each other. She asked to observe Mrs. Gordon working with 
the group during the next inservice. 
Eighth Classroom Inservice. When the researcher walked into the 
room, she found Mrs. Gordon in front of the room asking each person his/ 
her intentions for that writing period. Each response was recorded as 
the writers started working. Some were still on their first drafts, 
several pages long, and others were in peer conferences working on revi¬ 
sions. All seemed to understand what was expected of them as Mrs. Gordon 
interacted with various students. 
The researcher interacted with a few students, but for the most 
part observed Mrs. Gordon and the class. 
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Eighth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Gordon. The 
researcher opened this meeting with positive feedback about what she had 
observed in the previous class. Mrs. Gordon appeared to be somewhat 
embarrassed but smiled and said "thank you" before expressing a desire 
to discuss evaluation again since parent-teacher conferences were in the 
near future. The researcher shared what she knew and had read concern¬ 
ing evaluating children's writing. They looked at individual writers 
as the researcher helped Mrs. Gordon translate how she could explain the 
child's progress to his/her parents. 
Mrs. Gordon was also interested in learning how to teach poetry. 
She hoped the researcher would demonstrate a couple of poetry lessons 
when she returned. The researcher agreed to demonstrate one poetry 
lesson after her two-week absence. 
The researcher suggested the next inservice session be directed at 
helping the students revise and finalize their papers. 
Ninth Classroon Inservice. As soon as the researcher entered the 
classroom the next day, three students approached her to help them with 
their drafts. They wanted a teacher's opinion because they thought they 
were finished. Other students they had read to earlier also felt their 
stories were all right. As she sat with those three students, listening 
to each of their stories, Mrs. Gordon monitored the room, having short 
conferences with each student to see if she could be of help. The 
special education teacher was also present, helping the students that 
had been assigned to her. 
Everyone was writing, conferring with another student or with a 
teacher. They were still having difficulty thinking of questions to 
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ask the writer, yet when the writer returned to his seat, somehow s/he 
usually decided to revise a part of the story. A few youngsters were 
recopying their drafts for a finished copy. This scene continued 
throughout the writing period. 
Ninth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Gordon. The 
researcher reviewed the writing process with Mrs. Gordon and reiterated 
techniques that would help with discipline in preparation for her 
absence for the next two weeks. Mrs. Gordon had no questions and felt 
if she could encourage their questioning techniques, she would have 
little difficulty until the researcher returned after the two-week 
interim. 
It was decided the twelfth class would be a good time to have those 
who were finished with their stories share them with the whole class, so 
the students could practice their techniques of positive comments con¬ 
nected with finished stories. 
Tenth Classroom Inservice. The students were busy writing as the 
researcher entered the classroom. Mrs. Gordon soon informed the class 
that since this was the researcher's last day for two weeks, it would be 
nice if a few of them chose to read their stories. 
Hands did not go up rapidly. Several girls giggled; a few pushed 
their papers in their desks. Finally, one boy raised his hand and said, 
"I'll read." 
The researcher asked if he could stand at the front of the room 
so his voice could be heard better. Hesitantly, he moved to the front 
of the room. With his head hung, he began to mumble his story. Several 
students laughed and a few others called out for him to speak up. 
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Mrs. Gordon remained behind her desk. The researcher moved over 
next to the writer and said, "I'm sure the kids will enjoy your story 
if they can hear it." 
Joe looked up, embarrassed, then began again, this time his voice 
was fairly audible. Joe read about his experiences learning to ski after 
moving here from the mid-West. 
At the end of Joe's story, one of Joe's friend's immediately 
started to ask him a question, but the researcher broke in. 
"First, let's tell Joe what we think he did well as a writer. 
Steve?" 
"Well, I didn't know he was scared of skiing. That surprised 
me." 
"I liked how he made the times he fell sound funny," said another 
youngster. 
After several more comments, the researcher returned to the first 
boy who had a question and gave time for him and other students to ques¬ 
tion the writer about his experiences. 
When Joe finished, several other hands went up and their stories 
were read to the class. Comments and questions were given with each 
until the bell rang. 
Tenth Meeting Between the Researcher and Mrs. Gordon. Returning 
after two weeks, the researcher asked Mrs. Gordon how the writing 
classes had progressed over that period. Mrs. Gordon felt the sixth 
graders were progressing well. Some were already beginning new stories 
and others were working hard to complete their stories. They had been 
told that some would be chosen for a hall bulletin board. 
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Everyone, said Mrs. Gordon, was interested in learning how to write 
poetry, so the researcher agreed. 
Eleventh Classroom Inservice. As Mrs. Gordon stationed herself at 
her desk, the researcher began the first poetry lesson by having the 
youngsters make scribble drawings. From these drawings other children 
talked about what they saw in them, thereby introducing the idea of 
simile. She read poems using similes written by other school children 
before asking these youngsters to write their own. At the end of the 
class, everyone shared his poems, including Mrs. Gordon. 
Twelfth Classroom Inservice. The researcher continued comparison 
writing with the class. This time, the class wrote similes and metaphors, 
then rewrote and decorated them on posters to be hung in the room. 
Observation 11--After 
the In’service Program 
As the researcher walked into the fifth grade classroom, a student 
was already in the front of the room, reading his story. Everyone was 
quietly listening until he finished. 
"How long did you say you were gone?" asked a boy when the writer 
called on him. 
"What did you mean when the floor collapsed?" asked another. 
While this class sharing was happening, another child was busy 
recording the questions and comments onto a sharing form, handing it to 
the writer when all were finished. 
Mrs. Gordon asked each person what s/he intended to do during 
writing classes and recorded the information on her record keeping sheet 
She moved among the students, once they started to work, conferring with 
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some who were revising and checking in with others to see if they had 
any needs. 
Writing drafts and final copies were hanging on the bulletin board, 
the poster of revision made during the beginning of the inservice was 
displayed in the front of the room. Poetry posters hung above the 
windows. 
Everyone was so busy; few noticed when it came time for the 
researcher to leave. 
Interview 11--After the 
Inservice Program 
What U> irnttlng? Mrs. Gordon added to her definition of writing 
that it was not only recording how a person thought, but was also a 
form of communication. 
What dements do&!> a good wnttesi have? and What ti> lioua puapoaz 
in teaehtng editing? Good writers write for clarity of thought and are 
able to express themselves with fluency, and this is what she hopes to 
teach her students. 
What oaq, the component tn you/i iv/Utinq psiog/iam? and Hcnv much 
time do i/ou/L Atudenti have, to wsute? Mrs. Gordon's writing program 
changed to consist of forty-five minutes of writing time everyday in 
addition to the writing done in social, studies and science. Her pro¬ 
gram consisted now of the components that were introduced in her room. 
What do you empheutze -in youA wntting pn.ogn.am? Mrs. Gordon placed 
emphasis on the students making their own topic decisions and on peer 
conferences. She also felt it was important that the students' stories 
be posted on bulletin boards so other students could read them. 
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In what my* mtting imyotutayvt fan ckUcUien? Fon aciuLti,? 
"It's pretty frustrating if you can't write what you're thinking about, 
so it's important that kids learn to write. Adults learn to compensate, 
but kids suffer more." 
What -Lb tlvz. conmctton between k<iceding and msvittncj? "If someone 
doesn't write well, no one wants to read it." 
What typ&A o{\ wfuttnq do uoa. do? Mrs. Gordon felt her writing still 
only consisted of notes, letter writing, and reports. She found it dif¬ 
ficult to write during class time because so many students needed her 
attention and her personal life was too busy to allow writing time in 
the evenings. 
What tifpoA o{\ ^ooppont havz you, ^ece-ivecf in te.cichA.nq uuvLttng? The 
main support she felt after the inservice was the talking about writing 
that occurred among her children and staff. Mrs. Gordon talked to other 
teachers about writing because, "It's what I'm seeing in my own kids. 
The fact they love it. . . . There used to be a moan and groan when I 
wrote the words 'creative writing' on the board. Now it's 'What's the 
time?' and if I'm doing reading and its time to write, we could be in 
the middle of a sentence and it doesn't matter, they remind me it's 
writing time." 
Vo you, plan to continue thlt> ptiogtLam? "I think I would have my 
hands slapped and my neck broken if I tried to stop it. ... I don't 
want to stop. It's great to see them excited about it." 
What point o{\ thsU pnognam hcos been moAt hetp&uZ to yoti?_ "I started 
out green and just watching you pull from the kids and the whys and hows 
you showed me helped. The kids really liked you. Basically, they keep 
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saying, 'When is she coming back?"' 
Wkcut yojTjt o{\ thsU pA.oqA.am kcu> been le.cu>£ helpful to you.? 
Mrs. Gordon wished she had had more time to read the books that were 
available. Other than that, she said, everything was helpful. 
Observation III—Eleven Months 
After the Inservice 
The sixth grade classroom looked different from the prior year's 
arrangement. The teacher's desk was situated at the entrance of the 
room, but twenty-seven desks replaced the combination of desks and tables. 
A loft had been built and dominated one corner of the room next to the 
front chalkboard. Above the chalkboard hung the writing poster that had 
been made by two students the year before. The poster provided a list 
of reasons writers revise. 
As I walked into the room, Mrs. Gordon was reading each child's 
name and asking that particular person what s/he intended to do during 
writing time. Occasionally, the teacher would remind a child of a par¬ 
ticular task that needed to be completed before the final copy was 
written. 
This sixth grade class, which had participated in the fifth grade 
inservice last year, was quite at ease with the structure of this class. 
Most of the youungsters remained seated at their desks, writing, while 
one youngster chose to stretch out in the loft. Another child conferred 
with the teacher at her desk. Others were involved in peer conferences, 
again, filling out the sharing forms used last year. 
The researcher overheard students commenting, "I like the mystery 
I liked the sequence and the ending. 
and the plot of the story. . 
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Before you struck it rich, how did you pay for . . . ?" A variety of 
writing was progressing, from fiction to nonfiction, poetry to letter 
writing. 
One student sat staring out the window in between opening and shut¬ 
ting the top of his desk, appearing to be avoiding the writing process. 
Within a relatively short period of time, Mrs. Gordon called over to him 
and said, "Just get a piece of paper and start!" With this directive, 
the child opened his folder, shuffled through the papers and began edit¬ 
ing a previously written draft. 
Three youngsters who were out of the room for special services 
entered and without teacher direction, walked over to a shelf that had 
writing paper and writing forms on it, took what they needed and con¬ 
tinued onto their seats and their writing. 
Twenty-five minutes passed, rather comfortably and quietly, but then 
several students began to get restless, talking louder than in previous 
conferences. Within a few minutes, Mrs. Gordon called over from her 
desk, "Harry, if you have a question, go closer so I can't hear the 
question." She then instructed the whole class to quiet down and get 
back to work. The noise level continued on the rise, so Mrs. Gordon 
left her desk and began to move among the children saying, "Shhh. . . ." 
The majority of the students were still settled and writing. Only a few 
attempted to disrupt as class came to a close. 
Interview III--Eleven Months 
After the Inservice 
Hou) hcu> uoua LVfuXlng p/iogsiam changed since. laAt yzaA?_ Mrs. Gordon 
felt she had not changed the writing program from the way it was 
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introduced last year. She said she began the new school year including 
the writing process approach with this new class of twenty-seven sixth 
graders. Since twenty-five of the students were in the inservice pro¬ 
gram as fifth graders, she felt they understood what was expected of 
them. 
Wkcut ivcu> thz mo^t cLL{\{)'L(uit£ pcwt oh tkz ptioqsiam to contlnun? Some 
situations and discipline might have been easier, she said, had she taken 
the time to talk to Mrs. Perry, the fifth grade teacher. 
Most of the problems Mrs. Gordon faced at the beginning of the year 
were due, she said, to the students' lack of excitement. "The whole 
group is more immature and in need of social interactions." The majority 
of the students, according to Mrs. Gordon, "follow what any ring leaders 
do. I have to be careful that the same kids don't always group together. 
Last year if people formed groups it was okay because they were still 
individuals." 
She felt she had finally gotten the students interested in writing 
and was encouraging them to think of their own topics. 
WkcU type, ok Auppovt Mould, have been fielp/iul (Latest i& f[a.cAJUX.aX.o\ 
The support would have been there if, said Mrs. Gordon, ". . .1 
had gone after it. It was nobody's fault but my own." The reason 
Mrs. Gordon had not "gone after it" was due to a family tragedy that had 
occupied her time and energy since summer and would no doubt continue 
for some time. 
nth at do wu Uml uou*. moat urgent next ite.p ib? and Holl) do i-,ua. 
Intmd to move In thaX cUA<><ition? Mrs. Gordon thought for quite a long 
time and then answered, "The past few weeks have been zooy. The block 
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of writing time isn't always kept intact; and you're not here. Even 
after you left last year, the enthusiasm was still here." 
Mrs. Gordon explained that schedules were changed this year so that 
all the specials, such as gym, music, and art, were on Tuesdays. She 
was having difficulty adjusting to the new schedule because language 
arts had been placed in the afternoons four days a week. "I think I 
ought to change the time to the first thing in the morning," she said. 
Vo Lfou have. any ■iwtz.wtwovn> to oop'ptuf tkti> p/ioce-64 to otkzn. paofi 
LfouA au/i/UcLilim? "I'm using the questioning techniques in science to 
help them dig out . . . picking up on what others are saying." 
How kcLb LfouA wntttnc\ 'pnoqn.am a^zctzd the. n.zt>t oh the. -6chool? The 
students "are thrilled to see their work on the hall bulletin boards. 
The parents are always reading what the students write," she said. 
"Teachers are also getting more involved in the teaching of writing. 
We got together with all the schools in our district and one of the 
things everyone was fussing about was their writing programs." The 
teachers decided, she continued, to visit each others' schools and see 
what was happening in the area of writing. 
Mrs. Gordon had already met with the seventh and eighth grade 
teachers to discuss the teaching of English, particularly writing. She 
expressed her displeasure with the seventh and eighth grade programs 
which, as she put it, taught "strictly grammar." Mrs. Gordon said she 
listened to what they had to say and followed up with suggestions and 
reasons to change their approaches. 
VJkcut tntlu&noe. did the. facAJUtatoJi have. in uouA. wsuting p/iogsicunl 
and Which. o{\ tkz tuclmlgate aaed bu tkz. {)(icllltcuCo^ wane, mobt kz£pi}ul?_ 
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Looking back at the inservice program, what did Mrs. Gordon remem¬ 
ber as the most helpful? "Just having you there," she answered. "I 
wish I had taped what you had done. I still have the posters and things 
but I couldn't remember everything. I felt fortunate you had worked in 
the fifth grade room because ... I could review [with the students]." 
All the areas of the inservice concentration, theory, practice, 
modeling, feedback, and coaching for application, "were extremely helpful 
because I didn't know anything about the writing program outside bring¬ 
ing in a picture, reading them a story or telling them specifically what 
they had to write about." Having you "take the class over so I could 
watch triggered things in my head I wouldn't have thought of." 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Analysis of the data collected on each of the four case studies is 
made in Chapter IV. Each subject's growth and change is viewed indepen¬ 
dently from the others. No attempt was made to compare one teacher to 
another or to draw a composite picture. 
Analysis of Mrs. Beardsley's Concerns 
About the Innovation 
Pre-Inservice 
Mrs. Beardsley completed the first Stages of Concern Questionnaire 
(SoCQ) after she had asked the researcher to clarify some of the state¬ 
ments. Several attempts were made to help Mrs. Beardsley feel more com¬ 
fortable with the wording of the instrument as well as the conveyance that 
Mrs. Beardsley should use her own interpretation to fill it out as best 
she could. Mrs. Beardsley's questions continued as she filled it out. 
Upon analyzing this profile (Figure 1), the researcher was uncertain 
whether Mrs. Beardsley had multiple concerns as this profile showed or if 
her confusion about the innovation caused her to have no clear focus. 
For example, Item #3 on the SoCQ, "I don't even know what the innovation 
is," was first answered by circling #5, then erased and a question mark 
written in place of the period. The researcher did not add a score for 
this item when totalling Staqe 0 (awareness). 
The researcher decided to analyze this profile as though 
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Figure 1 Stages of Concern Profile for Mrs. Beardsley 
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scores on Stage 0 without that one answer. 
Looking at Mrs. Beardsley's total SoCQ individual scores as well as 
the entire profile provided further understanding of her concerns about 
the writing program at this time. 
Stage 2 (personal) and Stage 3 (management) scored within 1% and 
2% of her peak concern. In Stage 2 (personal), three items ranked "very 
true of me now." They were #7, "I would like to know the effect of 
reorganization on my professional status"; #17, "I would like to know 
how my teaching or administration is supposed to change"; and #33, "I 
would like to know how my role will change when I am using the innova¬ 
tion." 
In Stage 3 (management), three items ranked "very true of me now." 
These items were #4, "I am concerned about not having enough time to 
organize myself each day"; Item #16, "I am concerned about my inability 
to manage all the innovation requires"; and Item #34, "Coordination of 
tasks and people is taking too much of my time." On Item #34, 
Mrs. Beardsley had first circled 0, scratched it out and circled 7, 
adding "If you are speaking of outside duties" after the questionnaire 
statement. 
Mrs. Beardsley's score on Stage 6 -(refocusing) was significant in 
the fact that it "tailed up" indicating that this nonuser might have had 
other ideas which she felt had merit rather than the innovation. 
Observing Mrs. Beardsley's class before the inservice sessions and 
talking with her during the interview helped the researcher clarify the 
results of the SoCQ. She did have multiple concerns. She asked the 
about the writing process during the first researcher so many questions 
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interview, the researcher had to put a few of them off in order to finish 
the interview. During the interview, Mrs. Beardsley admitted several 
times that she had not previously thought about areas brought up by the 
questions the researcher was asking and often commented after she had 
been asked a question, "Is that what you wanted to hear?" 
One concern which this second grade teacher mentioned during the 
interview and repeatedly throughout the inservice was that of the princi¬ 
pal's instructional leadership role. Mrs. Beardsley knew how she wanted 
to teach in her classroom but kept mentioning a need to know what the 
principal expected. Mrs. Beardsley also mentioned the desire to talk 
with the other teachers about teaching in general. "Unfortunately," she 
said, "everyone had too many commitments, so time was limited." 
Addressing Concerns During 
the Inservice Program 
The researcher addressed Mrs. Beardsley's personal concerns 
(Stage 2) by encouraging her to speak with the principal about those par¬ 
ticular concerns. She also suggested that Mrs. Beardsley might find sup¬ 
port from the other teachers if the subject were broached at a teacher's 
meeting. 
To help Mrs. Beardsley feel more comfortable with information 
(Stage 1) and management (Stage 3) of the writing program, the researcher 
discussed the whole writing process during their meetings while focusing 
on the parts being presented in the inservice sessions. 
Classroom management was addressed as the needs arose. The 
researcher presented recent research findings concerning management 
along with what she herself had found to be successful, and then let 
202 
Mrs. Beardsley decide which procedure she wanted to implement. 
Post-Inservice 
Following the inservice program, Mrs. Beardsley's SoC profile no 
longer gave an indication of multiple concerns. In fact, Stages 1, 2, 
and 3 had all lowered to 16%, 12% and 5%, respectively. Her most press¬ 
ing concern at this time was Stage 5 (collaboration). Stage 0 still 
remained high, but when the individual items were viewed, the assumption 
was drawn that Mrs. Beardsley misread one item. She scored a 7 on 
Item #3, "I don't even know what the innovation is," yet scored 0 on 
three of the four other items and a 1 on the remaining item. 
Mrs. Beardsley's peak score at Stage 5 gave the indication she was 
interested in working with other people in relation to the innovation. 
"A high 5 with all other stages being low is likely to be . . . one who 
perceives herself/himself to be a leadership role; coordinating others 
is the priority" (Hall, George, and Rutherford, 1979, p. 54). 
Mrs. Beardsley mentioned wanting direction from the principal and 
interaction with other teachers on several occasions. After the 
researcher's two-week absence, Mrs. Beardsley asked the researcher if 
she would speak with the first grade teacher about the writing process. 
Mrs. Beardsley said she had been having her children read their stories 
to the first graders and had been talking to the first grade teacher 
about the program. Mrs. Beardsley felt the researcher might give the 
first grade teacher some support. 
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Eleven Months After Inservice 
Eleven months later and a new school year, Mrs. Beardsley's SoC 
profile had again shifted. This time all the stages from 0 to 3 were 
ranked as low concerns. As a continued user of the innovation, these 
stages were not of high concern to her. Her peak concern at this time 
was Stage 4 (consequences) with Stage 6 (refocusing) falling 4% below 
Stage 4. 
All of the items in Stage 4 were given a score of 7, "very true of 
me now." Questions from this stage included, "I am concerned about stu¬ 
dents' attitudes toward this innovation," and "I would like to use feed¬ 
back from students to change the program." On this statement, 
Mrs. Beardsley had circled the word "change" and written above it 
"improve." 
Stage 6 (refocusing) score was not as consistent as Stage 4. Three 
items were marked "very true of me now." They were Item #2, "I now know 
of some other approaches that might work better; I would like to revise 
the innovation's instructional approach," and "I would like to determine 
how to supplement, enhance, or replace the innovation." Mrs. Beardsley 
had underlined the words supplement and enhance and had crossed out the 
word "replace." 
Mrs. Beardsley stated in her last interview that she was concerned 
with how to keep her students interested in writing. This concern 
centered around the finding that some of the students were beginning to 
use writing conventions that were regularly taught in the third grade. 
Not wanting to interfere with what the third grade teacher taught, she 
was in a quandry as to what to do. 
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The concepts brought out in the writing program had been extended 
to the second grade reading program. Mrs. Beardsley was having her 
students question professionally written stories the same way they were 
questioning their own. She felt the children's interest in reading had 
increased as they had become more involved with books. 
Mrs. Beardsley wanted to discuss the writing program with other 
staff members but found little support for these discussions. She had 
presented the issue at a staff meeting once, she said, but felt little 
support. 
The first grade teacher, however, was receptive to the writing 
program as Mrs. Beardsley spent time explaining the program to her. 
She encouraged the first grade teacher to provide the children with 
the opportunity to write with invented spellings, using their own ideas 
and sharing their work. Stories had been exchanged between the two 
rooms. 
Analysis of Growth in Reflecting 
Understanding of Innovation 
Pre-Inservice 
According to Mrs. Beardsley, writing was "putting down how you think 
about things . . . freedom to have an idea. A well-read reader is a 
good reader. Reading could help the writer think creatively . . . 
[because] his vocabulary increases," and with this his ideas increase. 
Mrs. Beardsley thought writing was important for children because 
often these children who are creative are able to express themselves in 
written language when they have difficulty verbally. She also empha¬ 
sized this learning to express themselves because she wanted her 
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students to be able to write without the fear of not knowing what 
to say. This was a fear of hers and she wanted her students to avoid 
it. 
The teaching of writing for Mrs. Beardsley was not only teaching 
the language arts curriculum; it gave her the opportunity to know her 
students better. She could measure their success with skills such 
as spelling, punctuation, and grammar by examining their written 
work. 
The second graders in Mrs. Beardsley's class learned to write by 
putting their spelling words in sentences and stories and writing on 
assigned topics. Sometimes the topics centered around a subject 
the children were studying and sometimes they were personal. 
Mrs. Beardsley tried to assign topics she felt the children were 
interested in. 
Preparing the children to write was a very important component in 
this program. The length of time spent in this preparation was deter¬ 
mined by the topic itself. The other component consisted of the chil¬ 
dren writing a rough draft, an exchange of papers for peer consulting 
on misspelled words, a rereading of the story by the writer in hopes of 
detecting other errors, and finally having a conference with the teacher 
in order to determine if the writer had accomplished the purpose of the 
assignment. If the child had missed the point of the assignment, 
Mrs. Beardsley would work with that particular child, helping him/her 
to rework it. "The idea is the most important part," she said. The 
final copy needed to be accurate. If not, it had to be redone, but 




The researcher felt Mrs. Beardsley's current writing proqram had 
several strengths on which to build the new program. In addition, 
Mrs. Beardsley's attitude toward children and learning correlated with 
those the researcher thought were Important in the new program. 
First, even though Mrs. Beardsley assigned all the writing topics, 
she expressed her concerns about trying to think of topics which were 
interesting and appropriate for everyone. She wanted her students to 
have as much support as possible so she followed the topic selection 
at times with lengthy sessions of prewriting activities in which she 
tried to stimulate the children's thinking. Once the stories were 
written, they were read by another child. In the final stage, the 
teacher interacted with the writer, assisting the writer, if necessary, 
to accomplish the main idea of the assignment. 
Mrs. Beardsley expressed her attitude toward learning and her stu¬ 
dents as one in which there was a feeling of empathy for the child and 
the process of learning. Because writing was difficult for her, 
Mrs. Beardsley wanted to do all she could to prevent her students from 
having the same anxieties. She wanted them to have the ability to 
express themselves in written form and have an interest in doing so. 
The relaxed atmosphere of the classroom and quiet tone of the teacher, 
along with the way she structured her lessons, were an attempt to be 
non-threatening to the children. 
The researcher explained the latest research, suggested articles 
and books that were available for reading, and provided information 
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about the way she and other teachers approached writing, classroom 
management, and problems. Because of the many questions asked of her, 
the researcher tried to involve Mrs. Beardsley in problem solving and 
risk taking. After a discussion of an issue, the researcher always 
asked Mrs. Beardsley to decide how she would approach the situation, 
commenting that only she, as the classroom teacher, could be in the 
decision-making role. The researcher conveyed her belief that teachers 
needed to take risks before it could become a value for their students. 
Post-Inservice 
Mrs. Beardsley had not changed her definition of writing. Writing 
was "putting your thoughts on paper . . . expressing yourself . . . 
sharing . . . fun." Her feelings about the elements a good writer 
had were clearer at this time. During her first interview, 
Mrs. Beardsley had said, "A well-read reader is a good writer. ... A 
writer can follow it through the way he wants to say it." Now she 
explained that a good writer was capable of making the subject matter 
"informative, exciting, keeping [the reader's] attention, remaining on 
the subject, knowledgeable and fun." 
She felt that children needed to "feel the freedom to put down the 
ideas they have" and for teachers of children to experience the writing 
process before they teach it. These ideas about writing now served as 
the guide for her purpose in teaching writing. Instead of teaching 
something that someone else thought out, the children were now involved 
in their own thinking. "Instead of having someone else's answers all 
the time, they're [the children] thinking. ... I'm thinking out with 
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them . . . and we're exploring new dimensions. . . . They're critically 
looking at their own work." 
Writing time, before the inservice, had been devoted to spelling and 
skill work except when a topic was chosen by the teacher. Now, said 
Mrs. Beardsley, these second graders wrote an hour a day working on 
topics of their own choosing. Each person was at a different stage of 
the writing process with each stage being treated with equal importance 
by the children and teacher. "I used to be more concerned with 
mechanics," said Mrs. Beardsley. "I'm now concerned with their writing." 
Eleven Months After Inservice 
Mrs. Beardsley said she had expanded her thoughts about writing 
while keeping within the framework that was designed during the inser¬ 
vice program. This year, she said, she found the children writing more 
with more consistent follow through. She also found their wanting to 
learn skills that had traditionally been introduced at the third grade 
level. This raised the questions about curriculum sequence and could 
not be resolved without further interaction with other staff members. 
The most difficult part of the program for Mrs. Beardsley as she 
began another sequence, she said, was using questioning techniques. 
She began the year fearing she would not be able to ask the "right" 
questions but soon found out she did not have to. You [speaking of 
herself] develop with them [the children]." The problem was overcome 
by "just doing it . . .not avoiding it." 
Mrs. Beardsley's attitude toward children who said "I can t 
had changed. She no longer assumed they could not. Now she answered, 
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"You will," indicating that within time, they would. "You teach each 
individual .... As I learn to know them, I can take them further," 
she concluded. 
The second grade reading program had changed in two ways. The 
first change was radical as far as Mrs. Beardsley was concerned. It was 
expected, she said, that all units in the reading basal would be com¬ 
pleted by the end of the year. Mrs. Beardsley now felt that library 
books furnished better written and more interesting stories than the 
basals. "We don't read every story in our basals," she said. The 
second change involved the questioning strategies used during writing 
conferences. Analyzing reading was being conducted in a similar 
fashion. "We question a story and study the author . . . What does 
he do that's the same in all his stories? How did he get his ideas? 
We talk about the characters and language used." 
Analysis of Growth in Demonstrating Innovation 
Pre-Inservice 
Because Mrs. Beardsley decided to begin the new writing program 
immediately following the pre-inservice workshop, the researcher did 
not observe Mrs. Beardsley's original program. What the researcher 
was able to observe, however, was the interaction among the students 
and between the teacher and students. 
Mrs. Beardsley had taken a risk by beginning something new while 
being observed by an outsider. She was not sure how her students would 
respond to selecting their own story topics, but she had been a good 
listener before this time, having heard their tales about home, stories 
about their pets, their fears, and their interests. These prior 
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interactions now served as a basis for guiding them in their topic 
selections. 
Mrs. Beardsley had also noted suggestions given during the workshop. 
This was observable when two children did not raise their hands when the 
class was asked if they wanted to choose their own topics. Instead of 
focusing on those two children, Mrs. Beardsley asked the other children 
what their topics were and to explain a little about what they hoped 
to write. This provided the two children without topics examples of 
what others were going to write and how some had decided upon those 
topics. 
Once the children had chosen their paper, they scattered around 
the room and began to write. There were no arguments for space and the 
noise level did not raise. Children stretched out in their chosen spots 
and immediately began their tasks. Mrs. Beardsley moved to the rear of 
the room yet among the children and made herself available to the chil¬ 
dren as they approached her for assistance. Some children spoke with 
the researcher during this time. The atmosphere was a relaxing yet 
productive one. 
Addressing Demonstrated Knowledge 
of Innovation 
Mrs. Beardsley had guestions for the researcher everytime they met 
For the most part, these questions provided the direction of their meet 
ings. The researcher did not provide "the" answer for Mrs. Beardsley 
even when Mrs. Beardsley pushed for the researcher to tell her what to 
do. Instead, the researcher provided the framework of the writing pro¬ 
ions so all the stages of the writing gram, paced the inservice sess 
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process would be covered within the time period allocated, and taught 
some of the lessons, but decisions as to how particular problems were 
to be dealt with were the responsibility of the teacher. The researcher 
felt strongly that Mrs. Beardsley needed to build her confidence in mak¬ 
ing those decisions. Support was given by the researcher explaining what 
other researchers and teachers had found to be effective. She spoke of 
techniques she had tried in her own classroom, adding why they had worked 
or had not worked. It seemed important that Mrs. Beardsley hear that 
the researcher had "failed" with certain attempts in her own teaching, 
that the researcher did not have all the answers. 
Mrs. Beardsley's immediate enthusiasm in teaching her students the 
techniques and stages of the writing process was supported by the changes 
she saw with her students and their writing each day. It was as though 
a script was being followed and everyone knew their cues. The researcher 
and teacher interacted with each other as though they were co-teaching 
this second grade class and the children responded by helping each other 
improve upon their writing, respecting each other's abilities. The 
modeling done by the researcher during the inservice sessions interplayed 
with the practicing done by the teacher. Only a nod of the head or eye 
contact served as cues to each other. 
Post-Inservice 
These second graders understood the expectations of the writing 
program and comfortably took charge of their own learning. 
Mrs. Beardsley sat among the children during authors' circle, but her 
role now consisted mainly of recording the questions and suggestions 
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being made. The types of questions and comments given among the chil¬ 
dren gave the writer ideas to ponder. It was obvious from the content 
of the stories being read and the questions being asked that the children 
had a sound understanding of the process of writing. Even Danny, the 
child who had the most difficulty with writing, shared his story and 
accepted the comments which followed. 
Eleven Months After Inservice 
Eleven months later, the researcher walked into the classroom to 
see a rerun of the year before. The cast was different but the play was 
the same. This new class of second graders were seated in an authors' 
circle, writing folders in hand. All the children had written stories 
of their choice and were sharing them with their classmates, asking for 
suggestions and questions so they could continue their revisions. It 
was obvious that the children were at various stages of the writing 
process. 
Summary 
Mrs. Beardsley's first SoC profile provided the information that 
she might have adverse feelings toward the innovation, yet there was no 
sign of such feelings throughout the study. She maintained an openness 
about her concerns, difficulties, and successes throughout the six weeks 
which created a positive working relationship among the researcher, 
herself, and the students. 
Throughout this inservice program, Mrs. Beardsley demonstrated her 
willingness to take risks. Remaining sensitive to her students' needs, 
she encouraged them to risk also as she continued to provide the 
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structure needed for them to do so in safety. 
Mrs. Beardsley observed the researcher model techniques and, with 
apparent spontaneity, placed those techniques into her own style. She 
demonstrated her understanding of the writing process by inteqratinq the 
techniques she had learned into her reading program. Thus she had 
internalized the process to the point where she could apply it to a 
related, yet new, situation. 
Analysis of Mrs. Samuels' Concerns 
About the Innovation 
Pre-Inservice 
Mrs. Samuels filled out the Stages of Concern Questionnaire after 
the pre-inservice workshop and before the inservice program began. This 
first profile (Figure 2) showed that Mrs. Samuels had two major concerns 
about the writing process, scoring only a 1% difference between Stage 1 
(information) and Stage 5 (collaboration). Stage 0 (awareness) fell 
24% below these two yet was within the high range for a nonuser, indicat¬ 
ing she had definite concerns about the innovation. 
A high score on Stage 1 was an indication that although Mrs. Samuels 
was somewhat aware of the innovation, she still needed general informa¬ 
tion and an understanding of the involvement needed for its use. Three 
of the five items were ranked "very true of me now." These were 
Item #14, "I would like to discuss the possibility of using the innova¬ 
tion"; Item #15, "I would like to know what resources are available if 
we decide to adopt this innovation"; and Item #26, "I would like to 
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Figure 2. Stages of Concern Profile for Mrs. Samuels 
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(Hall, et al., 1979, p. 25). 
Hall (1979) suggests that a person having a peak Stage 1 has a 
superficial picture, feeling s/he needs more information before a judge¬ 
ment about it's use can be made. Hall suggested that a contrast needs 
to be made between the new innovation and what is presently being done. 
Realistic expectations would need to be set and a great deal of enthu¬ 
siasm expressed toward the innovation. 
A high Stage 5 with Stage 1 also being high indicated that 
Mrs. Samuels had concerns about "looking for ideas from others, reflect¬ 
ing more a desire to learn from what others know and are doing, rather 
than concern for collaboration" (Hall, et al., 1979, p. 54). 
Mrs. Samuels had been using a writing program she had developed for 
the past five years, focusing on writing for a purpose and writing for 
fun. She felt her program was successful yet wanted to know more about 
the one being introduced by observing the researcher working with the 
children. This was the only corroboration with the Stages of Concern 
profile that could be confirmed. 
After the first inservice session, Mrs. Samuels became concerned 
with the whole class being involved in the revision process. Management 
of time was a concern to her and she felt this approach to revision 
would consume too much time. It was decided that she would involve the 
children in peer conferences, yet during the third meeting between the 
researcher and teacher, Mrs. Samuels expressed concern with the time 
element again. "How can I get everything else taught with this much 
time for writing?" was her question. The rest of the inservice program 
centered around management concerns and how this writing program used so 
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much classroom time. 
Mrs. Samuels read Donald Graves' book. Writing: Teachers and 
Children at Work (1983), after the third inservice session. The reading 
of this book seemed to undermine the assumptions about writing and the 
teaching of writing which Mrs. Samuels had been working under for the 
past five years. Speaking apologetically to the researcher, Mrs. Samuels 
explained, "I discovered I was having them write but I wasn't teaching 
writing all these years." Instead of strengthening the program she was 
already using, the techniques demonstrated by the researcher and the 
research conducted by Donald Graves had become threatening to her. 
Addressing Concerns During 
the Inservice Program 
The researcher found Mrs. Samuels to be an enigma. The concerns 
reflected on her SoCQ profile did not appear to be the same concerns she 
expressed during the inservice program. The researcher felt she was 
supporting Mrs. Samuel's present program by beginning at the revision 
process since the class had already produced their first draft of a 
teacher assigned topic. 
Mrs. Samuels' concern after the first inservice session was 
addressed by the researcher's giving Mrs. Samuels the choice of having 
class authors' circles or peer conferences or both. The second inservice 
session involved Mrs. Samuels conferring with individual children and 
observing the researcher model the questioning techniques. Mrs. Samuels 
and the children appeared to be relaxed and comfortable about the new 
procedure even though many children sought out the teacher's approval 
over their peer's. 
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After two days, Mrs. Samuels continued to express her concerns 
about the amount of time this writing program took. "How can I get 
everything else taught with this much time for writing?" she asked. 
The researcher tried to reassure Mrs. Samuels that other teachers felt 
the same way during their first attempts with the writing process. She, 
herself, had had doubts when she first attempted the program. This did 
not seem to ease Mrs. Samuel's concerns because the next day she chose 
to have the class work in their language arts workbooks. 
Upon reading Writing: Teachers and Children at Work, Mrs. Samuels 
appeared to begin anew. This time she instructed the third graders to 
put away the writings they had been working on because they could begin 
writing on a topic of their own choosing. In fact, she would be writing 
along with them. 
Each day the researcher entered the classroom she was placed in the 
position of not knowing for sure what was going to happen. There was 
no way to second guess Mrs. Samuels' intentions and their meetings cen¬ 
tered around Mrs. Samuels' frustrations without the researcher feeling 
that she was able to clarify or defuse. It was the researcher's feeling 
that Mrs. Samuels needed to work out those frustrations for herself. 
The researcher decided to support Mrs. Samuels by being available 
upon request while remaining present throughout the time designated for 
Mrs. Samuels' classroom inservice time. The researcher also presented 
notes to Mrs. Samuels as a way of support, having decided that she would 
need to accept whatever decisions Mrs. Samuels made concerning the use or 
non-use of the writing program in this third grade room. 
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Post-Inservice 
Mrs. Samuels' peak concern at this time was Stage 5 (collaboration). 
Two other concerns tied as second concerns 21% below her first concern. 
These concerns were Stage 1 (information) and Stage 4 (consequences). 
This type of profile again indicated that Mrs. Samuels was concerned 
about learning ideas from others, having a desire to learn what others 
knew about the innovation rather than collaborating with them. This 
was now tied in with the consequences the use of the writing program 
had on her students. 
Mrs. Samuels and the third grade class were using the methods intro¬ 
duced by the researcher. Children were writing on topics of their choice, 
revising, conferring with each other and with Mrs. Samuels, editing, and 
writing final copies. The questioning technique was in evidence as 
well. Neither in the observation nor in the interview did Mrs. Samuels 
give any indication that she still had a desire to learn about the 
innovation from others. She did say in her answer to the question about 
the type of support she had received, "I felt pretty confident because I 
had seen you do it. I felt pretty positive that it would work." 
Mrs. Samuels had also commented during their last meeting that the 
researcher was her "security blanket." 
There was no reference made in the second interview about the con¬ 
sequences the program had in connection with the students, yet in the 
meeting just before this interview and observation those consequences 
were the main topics of discussion. Mrs. Samuels brought attention to 
George, one of her students who was not working within the guidelines 
Mrs. Samuels felt he should. George, according to Mrs. Samuels, was not 
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completing his stories, therefore she drew conclusions that this writing 
program was not the current program for George. 
Eleven Months After Inservice 
Stage 6 (refocusing) was clearly Mrs. Samuel's peak concern in this 
SoCQ profile. Item #31 was marked "very true of me now." Mrs. Samuels 
had underlined "supplement" and "enhanced" in the statement, "I would 
like to determine how to supplement, enhance, or replace the innovation." 
Item #22, "I would like to modify our use of the innovation based 
on the experience of our students," was also ranked "very true of me 
now." 
With this evidence, the researcher concluded that Mrs. Samuels' 
peak score of Stage 6 did not reflect a desire to replace the innovation 
but to improve upon its use. 
In addition to the free choice writing these third graders were 
involved in, they were concentrating on writing for a purpose and using 
techniques Mrs. Samuels had learned in a storytelling course recently 
taken. Mrs. Samuels had also introduced paragraph writing and was writing 
herself during class time and sharing this writing with the children. 
Analysis of Growth in Reflecting 
Understanding of Innovation 
Pre-Inservice 
Writing, according to Mrs. Samuels, was "the highest form of com¬ 
munication .... There is a sequence as communcation grows and when 
you become a proficient writer then you're right there on top." 
Generally speaking, she said, good writers had "persistence . . . good 
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vocabulary . . . ability to communicate . . . dedication to doing the 
best you can." 
She felt that children often dealt in a fantasy world so it was 
easy for them to write fantasies. Sometimes, she said, they would work 
out their own problems in these fantasies. At other times, writing was 
just fun. But, because these students would need to write for at least 
eight years after they left her third grade classroom, she felt responsi¬ 
ble to provide meaningful purposes for writing. This was done in a 
variety of ways, including letters to authors and to the editor of the 
newspaper. Whenever the children had an unanswered question, they found 
someone to send a letter to in hopes of an answer. 
A few of Mrs. Samuels' students were encouraged to be published 
authors. If she thought their stories were the quality that might be 
accepted for magazine publication, she encouraged that particular child 
to "work for excellence" before mailing the work off to a publishing 
company. 
All students were encouraged to "write something that interests me 
[the teacher] as a reader." They were given up to an hour a day to work 
on their stories when the class was given a writing assignment. Some of 
this time was used for skill work, but that, according to Mrs. Samuels, 
took very little time. 
This writing program's components consisted of one or two days of 
introduction, writing a rough draft in which they were encouraged to 
"trash up, scribble out, turn upside down," their writing. They then 
worked with a peer editor discussing each other's stories, making revi¬ 
sions and correcting spelling, Mrs. Samuels said. The writers circled 
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misspelled words and problem areas so together she and they could dis¬ 
cuss them and make final changes. Once this conference was over, a 
final copy would be written. 
Addressing Understanding of Innovation 
Mrs. Samuels' writing program sounded as though it was very close 
to the program suggested by the researcher. Mrs. Samuels indicated 
that the children had difficulty focusing on revisions. She said, 
"We've become editors but it hasn't solved the problem of, 'Oh, do I 
have to write it over again?"' It was decided that this should be the 
place for the researcher to begin. Mrs. Samuels had not separated the 
process of revising thoughts from editing the mechanical work. The 
second area of concentration centered around permitting the students to 
choose their own topics. 
Post-Inservice 
Mrs. Samuels continued to state that writing was the highest form 
of communication. Her ideas on what identified a good writer changed 
from persistence and a good vocabulary to having the "ability to keep 
the reader's attention by making the reader become a part of the story, 
to make the reader think of things never thought of before." A good 
writer, according to Mrs. Samuels, left the reader wanting to know 
more. 
Writing had become important to children because it gave them a 
sense of pride in something they chose to do." As a teacher, she gave 
them the tools to do it well. Her responsibility was "to teach the fun 
damentals of language*, how to express yourself clearly. . . • Language 
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development is an ongoing process through writing." 
Mrs. Samuels felt it was important for her as a teacher to write 
because through her own writing she had gained empathy for her student 
writers. "I think that one of the nice things is my respect for their 
enthusiasm and ability to write," she concluded. 
Her new writing program consisted of forty-five minutes a day, four 
days a week. The fifth day was spent on talking and reflecting about 
the writing process. She had included all the components which the 
researcher had introduced during the inservice program. Lessons con¬ 
cerning mechanics were taught during individual or small group con¬ 
ferences, the children were free to write on their own topics, and their 
mistakes were looked upon as learning opportunities. "... Now I 
emphasize being responsible for their own errors. ... My job is 
easier now because of peer editing." Children were helping each other 
which freed up teacher time to address other areas of writing. 
Eleven Months After Inservice 
Eleven months later, a new class had changed a few of Mrs. Samuels' 
ideas about writing and the teaching of writing. She had attended a 
course on storytelling during the summer and had incorporated what she 
had learned about storytelling into her writing program. She had fit 
the program to her needs, she said. 
In addition to free choice writing and storytelling, she also placed 
writing for a purpose back into her program. Mrs. Samuels did not give 
the children a topic, yet they had specific reasons to write. She was 
also having the children write paragraphs, feeling, she said, that it 
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was easier for children to learn paragraph writing separate from story 
writing. She found that there was better carryover from that direc¬ 
tion rather than trying to identify paragraphs within a story without 
them. 
The main change that she had made was the amount of time spent in 
writing. "Writing happens much more frequently and it is their thing," 
Mrs. Samuels said. The components of the writing process remained as 
introduced by the researcher, yet Mrs. Samuels felt the children needed 
additional trianing in their revision attempts. She felt she had not 
taught the children how to respond to each other's work well enough. 
Analysis of Growth in Demonstrating Innovation 
Pre-Inservice 
The researcher did not observe the third grade class actually 
writing during their writing time. Mrs. Samuels had begun the class 
before the researcher arrived but had them stop so they could explain 
what they had been doing throughout the year. 
The children explained that they had just completed their rough 
drafts designing a new holiday to replace Groundhog Day. The children 
said they critiqued their stories with a partner which meant they helped 
each other with parts they did not understand. Mrs. Samuels asked what 
else a critique involved. This was followed with a comment about showing 
"your feelings, what's good and bad." 
Penmanship was a very important part of the writing program said the 
children. "If it doesn't look nice on your paper, people are not going to 
want to read it as much as a nicely spaced looking story," added Mrs. Samuels 
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Ten minutes before the writing period was over, the children moved 
to various spots in the room to continue their work. Some children spoke 
with each other about their writing; others looked up words in the dic¬ 
tionary while a line formed in front of the teacher for conferences. 
Post-Inservice. Following the inservice program, the researcher 
was able to observe the children at work. At this time, most of the 
children were writing their final copies of topics they had chosen to 
write. A few children conferred with each other. The researcher over¬ 
heard them making comments such as "I like how you use words" and "I 
like the end of your story." 
Mrs. Samuels remained seated at her desk while she conferred with 
students. "What will you do next?" asked Mrs. Samuels of one writer. 
Several children approached the researcher and together they held con¬ 
ferences, while the rest of the class continued with the writing process. 
Everyone appeared to know what was expected of a third grade writer. 
Eleven Months After Inservice 
Again, as happened during the first observation, the researcher did 
not see the class writing. Mrs. Samuels chose to have the class explain 
their writing program to the researcher. 
Students spoke of the writing program with prompting from 
Mrs. Samuels. They had written stories of their own choosing but 
modeled after published authors. They had studied journalism and pro¬ 
duced a classroom newspaper. They had written letters and written 
stories to be presented as gifts to special people. Storytelling tech- 
had been included into the writing program along with paragraph mques 
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writing. Mrs. Samuels wrote for fifteen minutes every day with the chil¬ 
dren and shared what she wrote. 
Once this presentation concluded, the children shuffled off to their 
favorite spots and took up their respective stages of writing. All 
aspects of the writing process connected with the writing program intro¬ 
duced by the researcher could be observed. 
Summary 
According to Mrs. Samuels' SoCQ before and after the inservice pro¬ 
gram, she was concerned with learning about the writing process from 
other people yet this concern was not conveyed to the researcher. 
Mrs. Samuels expressed concerns centered around the management aspect of 
the innovation and her concerns about teaching other curriculum she felt 
was necessary for third graders. 
During the inservice program, using the writing process was 
attempted yet not fully understood in the researcher's estimation. The 
observation which followed the inservice sessions, however, provided 
evidence that the children and Mrs. Samuels were attempting to use the 
writing process techniques the researcher had demonstrated. 
Eleven months later, Mrs. Samuels had changed the writing program to 
meet the needs of her students as she saw them. The researcher did not 
observe the writing program in progress, but Mrs. Samuels and the children 
spoke of the many activities of writing they were involved in. Question¬ 
ing techniques and working with peers during the revision stage of writ¬ 
ing remained a concern to Mrs. Samuels throughout the program and con¬ 
tinued to remain so as she stated in her last interview, "I need more 
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training in helping the children revise, keeping the questions in mind 
so they weren't going to say, 'Oh, it sounds good to me,' but to ask 
pointed questions, to demand as an author for the reader to respect your 
writing enough to give honest feedback." 
Analysis of Mrs. Perry's Concerns 
About the Innovation 
Pre-Inservice 
Mrs. Perry's total score (80%) on her first Stages of Concern 
Questionnaire (SoCQ) showed she had definite feelings about the innova¬ 
tion. She scored high on the upper stages (Stages 4, 5, 6) with her 
peak score being at Stage 6. This type of profile was atypical of a non¬ 
user. In addition, this profile showed more than a 7-10% "tailing up" 
from Stage 5 (collaboration) to Stage 6 (refocusing). It could be 
assumed, according to the profile analysis (Hall, George, and Rutherford, 
1979), that Mrs. Perry was making a "loud announcement" that she might 
be resistant to the innovation. 
All five items at Stage 6 were ranked "very true of me now." Three 
statements at Stage 6 were: 
"I now know of some other approaches that might be better." 
"I am concerned about revising my use of the innovation." 
"I would like to determine how to supplement, enhance, or 
replace the innovation." (Hall, George, and Rutherford, 
1979, pp. 63-64) 
Mrs. Perry's second peak score (84%) on Stage 5 (collaboration) was 
an indication she had concerns "about working with others in relation to 
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Figure 3. Stages of Concern Profile for Mrs. Perry 
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"very true of me now" and the other two fell between "somewhat true of 
me now" and "true of me now." The items she felt were very true of her 
now were: 
"I would like to help other faculty in their use of the 
innovation." 
"I would like to coordinate my effort with others to maxi¬ 
mize the innovation's effects." 
"I would like to know what other faculty are doing in this 
area." 
The two items she ranked "somewhat true of me now" were: 
"I would like to develop working relationships with both 
our faculty and outside faculty using this innovation." 
"I would like to know how my teaching or administration is 
supposed to chnage." (Hall, George, and Rutherford, 1979, 
pp. 63-64) 
The researcher asked Mrs. Perry if she had understood the question¬ 
naire items and she replied she had. Since the ranking Mrs. Perry gave 
for Stage 5 seemed to contradict some of the Stage 6 ranking, the 
researcher decided to begin the inservice program with the assumption 
the questionnaire was not understood, yet trying to stay alert to the 
possibility of some resistance to the innovation. 
Stage 4 (consequence) was one point lower than the second profile 
peaking, indicating a third concern for how this particular innovation 
would affect the fifth grade students. Items #1, 11, 19, and 24 were 
scored "very true of me now," and Item #32 was scored "somewhat true of 
me now." 
There was no indication in the interviews or discussions with 
Mrs. Perry that she was resistant to the inservice program. Mrs. Perry 
mentioned several times that she felt she had received a good background 
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in teaching writing during her graduate work, but she was always recep¬ 
tive to the feedback and discussions she and the researcher had. 
The researcher thought Mrs. Perry might decide not to continue the 
program after Mrs. Perry suggested future meetings were not necessary, 
but this did not happen. Mrs. Perry asked for the researcher's help by 
modeling some techniques, especially the questioning strategies. The 
researcher was also involved in coaching for application as Mrs. Perry 
practiced the techniques. 
Addressing Concerns 
Stage 3 (management) turned out to be the concern the researcher 
addressed most often during the inservice sessions. The third meeting 
between the researcher and teacher was the first time a management con¬ 
cern was addressed. Mrs. Perry wanted to know how to focus the students' 
attention to the mechanical parts of writing. She wanted her students 
to have some form of checklist to keep them on task. Other record¬ 
keeping devices were also discussed at the request of Mrs. Perry. 
Up to this point, the researcher had been demonstrating modeling 
techniques used with the revision of writing. She had explained several 
times before that mechanics would be touched on later. Mrs. Perry felt a 
need for that information before the revision stage had been completed. 
During the fifth meeting, the researcher asked if they could address 
the time Mrs. Perry was spending with each student during conferences. 
The researcher decided to direct Mrs. Perry's attention to this concern 
before Mrs. Perry showed frustration with it. Mrs. Perry said she too 
had been concerned but felt conferences took a long time because there 
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were so many changes to be made with a student's story. Once the 
researcher gave Mrs. Perry some suggestions, Mrs. Perry began practicing 
the new techniques. 
Mrs. Perry was concerned with the amount of time spent after class 
to discuss the writing program. She felt she understood the process 
well enough and the class was working well enough that concerns could be 
addressed within the classroom. The researcher agreed to this arrange¬ 
ment, continuing to observe, model and coach Mrs. Perry within the con¬ 
fines of the classroom. 
Eleven Months After Inservice 
By the end of the inservice program, Mrs. Perry's profile no longer 
showed a "tailing up" and Stage 6 (refocusing) was no longer her major 
concern. Stage 6 had dropped from 98% to 47%. Stage 5 (collaboration) 
ranked the highest this time, with Stages 0, 3, and 4 clustered together 
to make up multiple second concerns which supported a rise in management 
concerns. 
"Individuals with intense Stage 5, collaboration concerns are rela¬ 
tively rare. ... It is quite different for individual classroom teachers 
to find time to get their own house in order and still have energies left 
to be concerned about how to work more effectively with others in using 
an innovation" (Hall, 1979, p. 207). In many cases (Hall, 1979), people 
having Stage 5 concerns become leaders of a change effort. 
A high Stage 0 for a user, as Mrs. Perry was at this time, accom¬ 
panied with low Stages 1 and 2 indicated a lack of concern about the 
innovation. To find out why Mrs. Perry had a lack of concern about the 
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innovation would need further interpretation of this teacher's profile 
along with other outside data. 
It is common, stated Hall (1979), for Stage 3 (management) concerns 
to become more intense after the teacher had used the innovation, so it 
was not surprising that Mrs. Perry showed concern for this stage. Inter¬ 
ventions at this stage "should focus on the 'how-to-do-its' . . . [with] 
many of the concerns [being] idiosyncratic" (p. 206). 
A high Stage 4 (consequence) indicated that Mrs. Perry also had con¬ 
cerns about the consequences of this program's use for her students. Two 
items were ranked "very true of me now." They were #1, "I am concerned 
about students' attitudes toward this innovation," and #24, "I would like 
to excite my students about their part in this approach." Two other items 
ranked "somewhat true of me now," while #11, "I am concerned about how the 
innovation affects students," fell between "somewhat concerned ..." 
and "very true of me now." A person concerned with this stage "probably 
needs little direct assistance" (Hall, 1979, p. 207). 
Mrs. Perry seldom talked about working with the rest of the staff, 
their support, or lack of it, unless she was specifically questioned by 
the researcher. During the third meeting between the researcher and 
teacher, Mrs. Perry did express a concern about not knowing the princi¬ 
pal's expectations. She had been frustrated, she said, with the former 
principal's demands, finding them "a little tedious. ... I would have 
rather moved on to other things, had a little more flexibility." She now 
felt uncomfortable with those expectations, yet she was not clear on what 
was expected by the new principal. "I want to know that we are all on 
the same wave length," she said. 
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The fact that Mrs. Perry did not need direct assistance was in evi¬ 
dence by Mrs. Perry requesting only brief meetings by the sixth meeting 
with the researcher. Mrs. Perry felt she understood the writing process 
enough so the researcher would not need to teach further techniques. She 
felt she could effectively meet the needs of her students. Mrs. Perry 
did agree to have the researcher observe the students and herself in 
case some coaching was necessary. 
Mrs. Perry was also, as described earlier, very concerned with the 
management of the writing program. She had a need for order in her 
room. She talked with the researcher about these concerns and took 
action immediately to implement suggestions made. 
There was little evidence that Mrs. Perry was concerned about how the 
students felt about the writing program. She was aware of how they felt, 
stating in her interview after the inservice, that she felt the students 
enjoyed this program over their former program because this program gave 
them more freedom. "It's not as though I'm that critical, but ... it s 
easier hearing it from another kid," she said. 
Eleven months after the inservice program, Mrs. Perry's SoCQ profile 
had not dramatically changed from her second profile. Stage 5 (collabora¬ 
tion) remained her first concern. Stage 6 (refocusing) ranked second 
with Stage 4 (consequence) and Stage 0 (awareness) ranking within two 
points of each other for the third concerns. 
There was no corroboration of Mrs. Perry's SoCQ profile in her last 
interview and since she was on a maternity leave, there was no observa¬ 
tion . 
Analysis of Growth in Reflecting 
Understanding of Innovation 
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Pre-Inservice 
Writing is putting thoughts or ideas down on paper whatever way is 
appropriate at the time, whether it be original or not," Mrs. Perry said 
during her first interview. "It's important for everyone to know how to 
write for clarity, and that importance is the purpose she taught writing 
to her fifth graders. A good writer, according to Mrs. Perry, had the 
ability to organize his/her thoughts so that the writing flowed with 
expression. 
The way Mrs. Perry approached the teaching of writing for clarity 
was to break the writing process into three basic parts: sentences, 
paragraphs and stories. At the beginning of the year, the students learn 
sentence and paragraph structure by "learning to form good paragraphs, 
what constitutes good paragraphs, where to put periods within paragraphs, 
plus getting into using vocabulary too." 
Later in the school year, the students expand their writing to 
stories beginning with personal experiences. They also spend some time 
on letter writing because it is a part of the basic skills testing. The 
school year ends with learning to write poetry. 
The components of this writing program, according to Mrs. Perry, 
included having the writer cortipose a rough draft, check it over for 
errors before having a classmate do the same. The errors to be sought 
out were words and phrases left out of the story, spelling, and capitals. 
Once the writer had compelted these stages, s/he brought the writing to 
Mrs. Perry so she could located additional errors. Rewriting the story 
was the final stage before the stories were filed in folders to later be 
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read by the principal. Final papers were to be written "pretty letter 
perfect." 
Understanding About Innovation 
The researcher introduced a new concept of conferring with writers. 
This concept, backed by research, made a distinction between the responsi¬ 
bilities of the teacher and the writer, allowing the writer to maintain 
ownership of his/her writing. By having the teacher ask leading ques¬ 
tions that would require the writer to rethink what s/he had intended to 
tell, the need for revision would occur. Researchers have found that 
composing changes need to be approached before the writer becomes con¬ 
cerned with the mechanical parts of the process. At the same time, by 
approaching only one problem at a time, the writer would not become over¬ 
whelmed with the amount of changes that would have to be made. 
A second change the researcher introduced was the idea that students 
could choose their own topics to write about and when they did, their 
writing improved because it had more meaning to them. As the writers 
addressed issues of concern for them and they were encouraged to express 
their thoughts and feelings, needs for certain conventions of writing 
would become necessary. Therefore, the skills which Mrs. Perry felt were 
important to fifth graders would still appear with a reason to learn 
them. 
The third idea presented involved students helping students. Since 
writing is a form of interaction, the researcher presented the idea that 
learning to write needed the involvement and interaction of the students 
with each other. Teaching students to help each other by asking questions 
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and listening to the compositions of others not only helps but is a way 
of internalizing the writing process. 
Post-Inservice 
Mrs. Perry still answered that writing was a form of communication, 
but instead of saying that it was "putting thoughts or ideas down on 
paper whatever way is appropriate at the time whether it be original or 
not," she said writing was a way "in which the writer expressed himself 
on paper." She continued to say that a good writer was able to organize 
his/her thoughts, expressing him/herself with fluency, but now added 
that the writer also painted a picture creatively. Enlarging one's 
vocabulary through reading still played an important part in effective 
writing. 
Teaching the fifth graders to write for clarity because they will 
need to write in the future was the reason she taught writing before and 
after the inservice program. Hoping she could make writing a pleasurable 
experience was added to her purpose after the inservice program. 
Mrs. Perry said her students went through all the stages of writing 
presented in the inservice program: rough drafts, revisions, conferences, 
editing, and final copies. She was helping her students understand that 
these stages of writing were not done separately, but were recursive. 
The difference between the new program and the one used previous to 
the inservice was that it was now less teacher directed. Students were 
involved with each other during the peer conference technique. This gave 
the teacher more time to focus on special concerns and also provided more 
"Students now have an active part. They time for the students to write. 
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have to be really critical of their own work before they take it to some- 
one else," she said. 
Eleven Months After Inservice 
During the six weeks of school that Mrs. Perry was the fifth grade 
teacher, she began the writing process just as she had remembered it 
from the previous year. She found the new class, which had not been 
involved in the inservice program as fourth graders, less willing to 
rely upon themselves and their peers than the class the previous year. 
She was not ready to give up, however. Mrs. Perry said she felt good 
about what she had done and felt she would begin the writing program 
again once she returned to class. 
Analysis of Growth in Demonstrating 
the Innovation 
Pre-Inservice 
The fifth graders were involved in the writing process as Mrs. 
Perry had described it to the researcher. Students were writing on a 
topic chosen by the teacher, some youngsters were conferring with each 
other, a few were checking their spelling and vocabulary in the dic¬ 
tionary, and others were still composing while Mrs. Perry held con¬ 
ferences with those who were finished with their stories. She had 
said, in the initial interview, that she was the final editor of the 
student's composition. She fulfilled that role by pointing out every 
error she could locate in the writer's text in one lengthy conference 
with the writer. The students, for the most part, were passive observers 
of this interaction. 
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Addressing Demonstrated Knowledge 
of Innovation 
The researcher introduced the new writing program concepts by begin¬ 
ning with the revision techniques, separating revision from editing. 
She felt that most of the teacher's attention to writing consisted of 
identifying errors in the mechanics of writing rather than in the think¬ 
ing and problem solving aspects of the process. Explaining the reasons 
for and demonstrating the revision process to the students and the 
teacher at the same time modeled the desired behavior. 
By the fourth inservice session, Mrs. Perry was interacting with her 
students, practicing the ideas that had been previously modeled by the 
researcher. At this time, the researcher continued to model questioning 
and conferring techniques as well as coach Mrs. Perry's attempts when it 
seemed appropriate. 
Beginning with the sixth inservice session, the researcher became 
more of an observer but continued to coach and model techniques that 
needed clarification. Only one other time did the researcher demonstrate 
and model techniques. This occurred during the ninth session when she 
was asked to help the class understand appropriate questioning techniques. 
Post-In$ervice 
The fifth graders were busy writing at various stages of the writing 
process, writing on topics of their own choice. Writers conferred with 
each other, asking questions that sent the writer back to his/her desk 
to revise his/her thoughts. 
Mrs. Perry held conferences with various children as she moved 
At times she was with a child only long enough to ask around the room. 
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one question. Other times she remained longer, listening to the writer 
explain a point; but she never spent more than a few minutes with any 
one child, quickly focusing in on one issue by asking a question that 
would turn the child to resolving the problem him/herself. Revisions of 
thoughts were handled while the child was still involved with the com¬ 
posing stage, and corrections in editing were resolved once the writing 
had been completed. Record keeping forms kept the children informed and 
on task. 
Eleven Months After Inservice 
Since Mrs. Perry was on maternity leave eleven months after the 
inservice, there was no opportunity to see her program in action and, 
therefore, no data is available on her demonstrating knowledge for this 
period. 
Summary 
At the beginning of the inservice program, Mrs. Perry's concerns 
profile indicated she might not have been interested in this innovation, 
yet there was no evidence to prove this was true. She did express the 
desire to keep contact with the researcher to the classroom inservice 
sessions, eliminating outside meetings. This desire showed up on her 
second SoCQ profile as well. 
Her second and third profiles gave an indication that Mrs. Perry 
was interested in collaborating with other staff members about the writ¬ 
ing process. Again, there was no evidence of this concern except one 
time when she spoke about wanting to know about the principal's expecta¬ 
tions for the teaching of writing. 
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Few changes occurred in what Mrs. Perry said about writing and the 
teaching of writing, but she demonstrated some extensive changes in her 
approach to conferences and expectations of fifth grade writers. 
Encouragement to work with each other and to make decisions about their 
own writing was given to the youngsters with satisfying results. Stu¬ 
dents were enjoying the writing time more than the former program 
because they had been given "a freedom. . . .It's not as though I'm 
that critical, but . . . it's easier hearing it from another kid," she 
concluded. 
Analysis of Mrs. Gordon's Concerns 
About the Innovation 
Pre-Inservice 
According to her Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) profile 
(Figure 4), Mrs. Gordon had two high peak scores before the inservice 
program began; these were Awareness (Stage 0) and Personal (Stage 2). 
Stages 1 and 5, both at 72%, ranked as her second peak concerns. 
For a nonuser of an innovation, such as Mrs. Gordon, "a high peak 
score on Stage 0 reflects awareness of and concern about the innova¬ 
tion" (Hall, George, and Rutherford, 1979, p. 31). Identifying those 
concerns meant the researcher would need to look at the rest of 
Mrs. Gordon's profile as well as collected data from other sources. 
Since Stage 2 (personal) at 83% was 11% higher than Stage 1 
(informational) at 72%, Mrs. Gordon's profile exhibited what is called 
a "negative one/two split" (p. 36). Such a split was an indication that 
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Figure 4. Stages of Concern Profile for Mrs. Gordon 
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innovation overshadowed her concerns for learning more information about 
the innovation itself. 
Looking at some of the individual items of the questionnaire pro¬ 
vided a clearer understanding of her concerns. Item #7 (Stage 2), "I 
would like to know the effect of reorganization on my professional 
status," was given a score of 6, "very true of me now"; while three addi¬ 
tional items each ranked 5, falling between "somewhat true of me now" 
and "very true of me now." These items were: "I would like to know how 
my teaching or administration is supposed to change," "I would like to 
have more information on time and energy commitments required by this 
innovation," and "I would like to know how this innovation is better than 
what we have now." 
This type of profile, according to Hall (1979), indicated that this 
teacher would more than likely be threatened by normally non-threatening 
attempts toward the innovation. It would be necessary for the researcher 
to reduce Mrs. Gordon's personal concerns (Stage 2) before Mrs. Gordon 
would be able to turn her attention to the innovation itself. 
Because, as stated by Fuller, "concerns about innovations appear to 
be developmental in that earlier concerns must be resolved before later 
concerns emerge" (p. 36), he recommended that general information about 
the innovation be provided first. In addition, realistic expectations 
about the benefits of using this innovation should be presented. 
Hall (1979) suggested the following types of interventions might 
be useful when the teacher has personal concerns: (1) rapport should be 
established and encouragement given concerning her personal adequacies; 
(2) the innovation should not be "pushed" upon this teacher; reasonable, 
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easy-to-meet expectations should be set; (3) demonstrations of how the 
innovation relates to her other priorities is essential; (4) facilitator 
should provide personal support; and (5) legitimize the teacher's per¬ 
sonal concerns. 
Mrs. Gordon, as a Chapter I teacher for five years, was accustomed 
to working with children on a one-to-one or small group basis. She had 
not had the experience of working with a large number of students nor 
did she have classroom management training. 
Frances Fuller (1970), in her early research on concerns, proposed 
three phases of concerns that preservice teachers experience in their 
education program. The first of these was self in which the teacher 
focused on his/her own adequacy. Self concerns ranged from developing 
an understanding of a classroom context to feeling in control of the stu¬ 
dents. As these concerns were resolved, the preservice teachers became 
more task oriented. Task concerns focused on the methodology and 
logistics of teaching. The third concern centered around the teacher's 
impact upon the students. 
It is this researcher's assumption that these concerns are not 
unique to only preservice teachers, but are present for teachers in 
general as their positions change within a school or upon entering a new 
situation. 
Addressing Concerns 
Mrs. Gordon did not volunteer information about her personal con¬ 
cerns during the inservice program. In fact, she divulged very little 
during conversations with the researcher. The researcher often felt she 
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had to probe for information not because Mrs. Gordon did not want to 
cooperate but for one reason or another felt uncomfortable doing so. 
Mrs. Gordon often responded to the researcher by politely and earnestly 
saying, "I don't know what to say" or "I can't think what to ask." 
It seemed appropriate to address the "realistic benefits" of class¬ 
room management related to the writing process techniques. To do this, 
the researcher presented the theoretical background while demonstrating 
and modeling the desired behavior. The researcher waited until she had 
accomplished a rapport with the teacher and the students before she 
encouraged Mrs. Gordon to begin interacting with the students by moving 
around the classroom. The researcher maintained discipline and manage¬ 
ment of the class until Mrs. Gordon began demonstrating her control. 
Post-Inservice 
Mrs. Gordon's major concern on the SoCQ following the inservice 
program still showed a high Stage 0 (awareness) with Stage 1 (informa¬ 
tional) instead of Stage 2 (personal) being second. Stage 2 had dropped 
significantly-to a low 17% (second from the bottom). 
Even though Awareness remained her main concern, it was no longer 
tangled up with her personal position and well-being (Stage 2). One 
interpretation of this profile could be that Mrs. Gordon was still a non¬ 
user of the innovation but at this time she could begin to turn her 
attention to the innovation itself. 
This turn of attention toward the innovation had already begun. 
During the latter part of the inservice program and during the second 
observation, Mrs. Gordon could be seen among the students, discussing 
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their work with them individually and in small groups. She appeared 
more at ease among the sixth graders as they moved around the room dis¬ 
cussing their writing with each other in an orderly manner. 
Eleven Months After Inservice 
Eleven months later, Mrs. Gordon's SoCQ profile took a somewhat 
different turn. Her main concern at this time appeared to progress up 
the continuum to Stage 5 (collaboration), indicating she was "heavily 
concerned about working with her/his colleagues or others in coordinat¬ 
ing use of this innovation" (Hall, George, and Rutherford, 1979, p. 40). 
All six items on the questionnaire were marked "very true to me now"-- 
items such as "I would like to help other faculty in.their use of the 
innovation," "I would like to develop working relationships with both 
our faculty and outside faculty using this innovation," and "I would 
like to know what other faculty are doing in this area." 
Mrs. Gordon's second highest concern still remained at Stage 0 
(awareness), indicating she was still not a user of the innovation. 
This was an atypical profile. Looking at the individual items and scores 
helped clarify some of the concern changes that occurred over this period 
of time. Before the inservice. Question #21, "I am completely occupied 
with other things," ranked a 3 ("somewhat true of me now") but had been 
ranked a 6 ("very true to me now") eleven months later. 
The last interview corroborated the SoCQ profile in two ways. 
First, Mrs. Gordon expressed a need to talk with other teachers in the 
building, especially the fifth grade teacher, stating it would have been 
helpful in “some situations and discipline might have been easier. 
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Second, she became quite excited during her explanation of the meeting 
which took place with the seventh and eighth grade teachers in her dis¬ 
trict. Mrs. Gordon expressed her concern that these teachers were unaware 
of the present research on the teaching of writing. She also expressed 
displeasure upon hearing these teachers admit to only teaching grammar. 
Analysis of Growth in Reflecting 
Understanding of Innovation 
Pre-Inservice 
Mrs. Gordon stated she felt "writing is a form of expression of 
yourself, putting your ideas on paper .... A good writer loves 
writing and is self-disciplined, believing in what he writes. A good 
writer wants to share with others." 
Some of these thoughts were carried over to her purpose in teaching 
writing to sixth graders because she also wanted "to encourage them to 
express themselves and to enjoy [writing] .... There will be demands 
made upon [the students] for the next six years." Mrs. Gordon said 
nothing about having her students believe in what they wrote or wanting 
them to share their writing with others. 
During the five hours her students spent on writing each week, 
"fulfilling the assignment, sentence structure, sticking to the main 
idea, and properly expressing oneself," were emphasized. The method she 
chose for this instruction included completing assignments in the lan¬ 
guage arts workbooks, writing spelling sentences, writing creative 
stories and subject-related reports. The students wrote on teacher 
chosen topics during their story and report writing. They were responsi¬ 
ble for writing one rough draft, correcting any errors they could find, 
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having that work corrected by the teacher, and then writing a final copy. 
Evaluation was done by the teacher. 
Addressing Understanding 
The researcher suggested that writing, since it is a form of com¬ 
munication, needed to be taught through interaction with an audience, 
beginning with the writers' peers as well as their teacher. Research has 
shown that when writers are asked questions about their writing which 
lead the writers to rethink their thoughts, their writing improves. An 
important ingredient to this process is that the writer always maintains 
ownership to his/her writing, being the one to do the problem solving 
needed to make changes and learn new techniques. 
In addition, writing involves the ability to take risks and to help 
others feel safe in risking. Classroom management and relationships 
were the key ingredients to this process. As a safe environment 
developed and students were expected to be responsible to themselves and 
to each other, the quality of student writings also shows change in 
their development. 
Post-Inservice 
Mrs. Gordon extended her former definition of writing by adding that 
writing was not only a recording of a person's thoughts, but also a form 
of communication. She also changed her thoughts on what a good writer 
did, while at the same time making a correlation between what a good 
writer did with her purpose in teaching writing. Mrs. Gordon wanted her 
students, as good writers, to "write for clarity of thought," having the 
ability to write "to express themselves with fluency." 
247 
Writing time had expanded because the writing of prose was given 
forty-five minutes five days a week. Writing for social studies and 
science as well as writing involved with the language arts and spelling 
curricula were separate from this prose time. The components of the 
writing program now consisted of prewriting, writing, revision, editing, 
and a final copy. 
No longer did she mention the emphasis of her program focusing on 
the completion of assignments, sentence structure, and sticking to the 
main idea. Mrs. Gordon felt she now stressed peer conferences in which 
students as well as the teacher critiqued the writing. In addition, she 
emphasized that students take the responsibility of choosing their own 
topics as well as having a sense of audience by displaying the writing 
so that others could enjoy reading them. 
Eleven Months Later 
Mrs. Gordon felt she had not changed her writing program from the 
way it was introduced during the inservice program, although new schedul¬ 
ing within the school program had affected the amount of time and con¬ 
sistency of her writing program. She felt some of the enthusiasm which 
had existed last year was not there, but she was including the techniques 
she learned about questioning to the area of science and she had become 
involved in discussing how children learn to write with teachers of other 
schools within the district. 
Analysis of Growth in Demonstrating the Innovation 
Pre-Inservice 
The methods used by Mrs. Gordon in her writing program cor¬ 
responded with what she said she did. Some of the sixth graders 
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in Mrs. Gordon's class worked with isolated skills within their lan¬ 
guage arts workbooks and spelling assignments as they waited their turn 
to confer with their teacher about the prose writing they were also work¬ 
ing on. Mrs. Gordon was the sole evaluator of the writing as she 
instructed the students on the mistakes they had made. 
Addressing Demonstrated Knowledge 
of Innovation 
The researcher, during the first part of the inservice program, 
explained the theories of the latest research on the teaching of writing 
along with demonstrating and modeling the technigues found to be success¬ 
ful in teaching writing as a process. 
Theory was given not only in the meetings between the researcher and 
teacher but was also explained in the classroom just prior to the demon¬ 
strations. It was the researcher's assumption that providing theory in 
the classroom was essential for both the students and the teacher. First, 
she found from her own classroom experience that when she explained to 
her students the reasons behind a project, they were more apt to perform 
the tasks without asking, "Why do we have to do this?" Second, provid¬ 
ing this information for the teacher at the same time the technigue was 
being modeled provided a link between theory and practice, enabling the 
teacher to understand the purpose better. 
Once the researcher felt Mrs. Gordon had been introduced to some of 
the techniques used in a writing process approach, she encouraged 
Mrs. Gordon to become a part of the process, interacting with the stu¬ 
dents. At this time, the researcher continued to present theory, 
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demonstrations and modeling, adding feedback and coaching for application 
when appropriate. 
Post-Inservice 
The sixth graders had become the audience for each other, listening 
to another read their stories. The atmosphere had changed in the class¬ 
room. Students sat quietly, politely encouraging their peers to take 
risks by the comments and questions they generated. As one student read 
his/her story in front of the class, another wrote down the conversation 
as a record for the writer to refer back to during revision time. 
The students planned not only what they would write, but how they 
would use their time, voicing this in front of the whole class as 
Mrs. Gordon recorded the information. This commitment made each indi¬ 
vidual responsible for his/her own achievement. 
Drafts and final copies were displayed in the room as examples of 
the writing process, reinforcing the importance of all the stages each 
writer progressed through. Publication also came in the form of writers 
reading their drafts and final copies to each other as the class period 
moved on. 
Mrs. Gordon had made substantial changes in her approach to writing 
from what she had been demonstrating before the inservice program. The 
new techniques reflected what had been presented during the inservice 
program and reflected what she espoused. This class of sixth graders 
were involved in all phases of the writing process components. They knew 
what was expected during peer conferences and demonstrated their respon¬ 
sibilities with topic choice and writing for an audience. 
250 
Eleven Months After Inservice 
Eleven months after the inservice program, the statements and 
demonstration of the writing techniques were still evident. This new 
sixth grade class was involved in the process at various stages. Once 
Mrs. Gordon recorded their responsibilities for the day, they could be 
observed prewriting, writing, revising, editing, and publishing. Some 
were conferring with their peers, while another conferred with the 
teacher. The types of questions asked and comments made were the type 
that would encourage thinking and problem solving by the writer. 
Summary 
Before the inservice program began, Mrs. Gordon's awareness con¬ 
cerns about the writing program were overshadowed by her concerns as a 
classroom teacher. As her more immediate concerns were lowered, she was 
able to focus clearly on her awareness of the innovation. Eleven months 
later, however, she had still said she had high concerns about the aware¬ 
ness of the innovation. 
Mrs. Gordon made some changes in what she said about writing and the 
teaching of writing. These changes reflected the model the researcher 
set up in her room. After the inservice program came to a close, 
Mrs. Gordon was better able to verbalize and demonstrate the writing 
process she was using with her students, yet the researcher drew the con¬ 
clusion from the data collected that the writing process had not been 
internalized. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
This study described the design and implementation of an inservice 
program modeling the teaching of writing as a process. Documentation 
of this project centered on three areas of investigation: 
1) teacher concerns about the innovation 
2) teacher growth as reflected by understanding of 
writing as a process 
3) teacher growth as indicated by the methods used 
in teaching writing as a process. 
The six-week inservice program involved four elementary teachers 
from a small rural school in western Massachusetts. Data were col¬ 
lected and analyzed in the form of four case studies. 
The design of this study incorporated the assumptions about 
change conceptualized by the Research and Development Center for 
Teacher Education at the University of Texas at Austin, Texas 
(Hall, 1976), as well as the criteria identified by Joyce and Showers 
(1980) as likely to produce the most effective results in transfer¬ 
ring inservice learning to classroom implementation. 
This specifically designed inservice program took place over an 
eight-week period in which the researcher worked in each subject's 
classroom for six of those weeks, presenting theory, demonstrating and 
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modeling techniques, providing the opportunity for teacher practice, 
and coaching for application. 
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Stages of Concern 
Data for teacher concerns about the innovation were collected 
through the use of the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) developed 
by the Research and Development Center for Teacher Education at the 
University of Texas. This questionnaire was administered to each of 
the four subjects before the inservice program began, at its conclusion, 
and again eleven months later. The results of these findings are found 
in Chapter IV. 
The researcher analyzed the Stages of Concern (SoC) data at the 
time it was administered but deferred drawing conclusions until all of 
the other data were analyzed. At the end of the study, the SoC data 
were referred to as one piece of the total data collected. This proved 
to be advantageous for several reasons. 
First, information obtained from the SoC Questionnaire was not all 
inclusive. The wording of the SoCQ caused confusion to at least one 
of the subjects as she left one item unanswered and added comments to 
several others; therefore, it could not be stated that this particular 
analysis was accurate. Second, it is this researcher's assumption that 
teachers are not accustomed to working with inservice facilitators in 
their classrooms; the inservice in itself could have been interpreted 
as the innovation instead of or in addition to the writing program. 
Third, three teachers reflected their concerns about Stage 5 (col¬ 
laboration) on the first questionnaire yet other data gained through 
253 
interviews and field notes did not corroborate these concerns. In fact, 
the only collaboration concern brought to the attention of the researcher 
at the beginning of the inservice program was directed toward the lack 
of understanding about the principal's attitudes toward a writing 
program. The teachers had been accustomed to curriculum intervention 
by the former principal and spoke of wanting to know what the new 
principal expected of them. 
It is unusual, according to the SoCQ manual, for non-users to show 
high level concerns for collaboration. The fact that these teachers 
showed these concerns might well have been linked to their feelings 
about the values espoused or expected of them as members of the school 
community. It is possible that the SoCQ measured what the teachers 
felt they should have been concerned about rather than or as well as 
what they considered their own concerns. 
In conclusion, this researcher agrees with Denzin (1978) that "no 
single method [of research] ever adequately solves the problem of rival 
causal factors" (p. 28). Doing so could lead to premature conclusions. 
Using the SoCQ for this research study was helpful because there were 
discrepancies between the SoCQ analysis and other data. These dis¬ 
crepancies encouraged the researcher to reexamine her data and make new 
analysis. It was at this time that she recognized the importance of the 
expected behaviors or what the teachers thought were expected behaviors 
of them. In future studies, this researcher would use the SoCQ as one 
source of data, but she would attempt to clarify what the innovation was 
before the subjects filled out the questionnaire. Following the analysis 
of the questionnaire, she would attempt to obtain clarification or 
more in-depth information about the concerns which seemed to be 
atypical of non-users. 
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Teacher Growth as Reflected in Understanding 
of Writing as a Process 
Each teacher's reflected understanding of writing as a process was 
obtained through interviews. There were some general patterns of 
understanding which took place among all or most of the teachers over 
the eleven months of this study. 
First, three of the four teachers explained at the first interview 
that they had not thought about writing or the types of questions the 
researcher asked. They said that answering some of the questions was 
not easy. By the end of the inservice program and again after eleven 
months, there was little or no hesitation in answering the same 
questions. Therefore, it can be concluded that all four teachers 
had become more aware of and knowledgeable in their understanding of 
writing as a process. 
Second, according to three of the four teachers at the beginning 
of the inservice, the purpose of their teaching students how to write 
was to prepare the youngsters for the writing they would need to do in 
the future. Everyone would be expected to write in high school and 
college and many would need writing skills for their occupations. Only 
one teacher used the term "future" in the second and third interviews. 
The other three teachers spoke about how the children enjoyed writing 
and interacting with each other. Writing had become a way for the 
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children to express themselves in the present not the future which is 
one of the objectives of the writing process. 
Third, it was generally felt at the beginning of the inservice 
that it was the teachers' responsibility to choose writing topics and 
to be the sole evaluators of the children's work. After this inservice 
program, these same teachers spoke of how the children were able to make 
their own decisions and their own choices; they were solving their 
writing problems and acting responsibly. In fact, several of the 
teachers remarked about how some youngsters had changed from being non¬ 
writers to writers enjoying the writing process. Again, one of the 
objectives of the writing process had been met. The data supports the 
belief of current researchers that when children are given the responsi¬ 
bility and ownership of their writing, interest and development in 
writing occur. 
Teacher Growth as Indicated by the Methods Used 
in Teaching Writing as a Process 
The changes each teacher made in her methods of teaching writing 
depended upon not one but many factors. First, researchers confirm 
that teaching writing as a process involves a special way of looking at 
children and their learning. Teachers who are invested in this approach 
recognize that children have valuable experiences that are worthy of 
attention, that they are ready to learn, and that they have problems 
and issues which are pertinent to them. Teachers working from these 
pedagogical views expect not only to teach but also to learn from their 
students. Those teachers who demonstrated the greatest growth in their 
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methods of teaching writing had already espoused or were receptive to 
this pedagogical outlook. It would seem to this researcher that these 
pedagogical views need to be clearly stated before teachers are asked 
to make a commitment to an inservice program on the teaching of writing 
as a process. Inservice facilitators would then need to address the 
teacher's level of awareness. 
Second, growth was related to the classroom teacher's view of her 
former writing program and the one being presented. Two of the four 
teachers felt the programs they were already using were producing the 
results they desired yet these teachers were willing to see another 
approach. The two teachers who weren't as satisfied with their writing 
programs were more receptive to risk-taking (a third factor) possibly 
because they had more to gain than to lose. 
A fourth factor in the growth and changes made by a teacher centered 
around her actual priorities which may have been neither her espoused 
priorities nor the innovation being presented. For example, for one 
teacher, classroom management needed to be addressed before the teacher 
could turn her attention to the writing process. 
All the teachers demonstrated a change in their interactions with 
their students. At the beginning of the study, the teachers stationed 
themselves at a particular area in the room, usually behind their desks. 
Their students went to them for assistance. By the end of the inservice 
program, all four of the teachers were interacting with their students 
as the students worked at their desks or in small groups scattered around 
the room. 
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By the end of the inservice program, all of the teachers expressed 
feelings of being "freed up" of responsibilities they had previously 
accepted as solely belonging to them as teachers. Having the students 
choose their own writing topics, for example, meant that the teachers 
now had time to focus on other issues such as helping the writer improve 
content. 
By the end of the inservice, students in all four classrooms were 
making choices about and being responsible for their own learning by 
choosing their own writing topics, conferring with each other and 
revising their pieces based on the responses from their peers, setting 
their own goals and evaluating their own progress. It can be assumed 
that the students had internalized the writing process as well as the 
teachers. 
At the beginning of this research project, the teachers' reflected 
understanding of the writing process varied from their demonstrated 
methods. Each teacher stated that her children revised content yet 
data collected from observations revealed that revisions seldom involved 
content changes. The teachers emphasized spelling and mechanical fea¬ 
tures of the writing process so when the students conferred with each 
other or with the teacher, discussions and changes centered around those 
areas. By the end of this study, all four teachers both stated and 
demonstrated clearer understanding of the writing process while at the 
same time the students themselves learned to understand that revising 
content was as important as the mechanical skills. 
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Effectiveness of this Model of Inservice 
The data collected in this study support the contention that 
teachers need to be treated in a manner befitting their profession, 
their training and their years of experience. They need to be asked 
and then listened to; they need to have a voice in what and how they 
learn and then be supported in their efforts because if change j_s to 
take place in our schools it must begin with each individual teacher. 
All four teachers included in this study had such a voice in 
their learning. Writing had been identified the year before as a staff 
priority concern. A workshop presented by the researcher prior to the 
inservice program provided the entire staff with an overview of this 
particular inservice program. Classroom teachers were chosen by the 
principal from those who volunteered to participate. It is this 
researcher's contention, and supported by research, that internaliza¬ 
tion of learning is more complete when the learner has initiated it. 
Throughout the inservice each teacher took part in the planning, 
implementing, and evaluating; she was supported in her efforts to 
learn and implement new ideas into her classroom. 
Others who wish to follow this inservice design need to be cautioned 
that this procedure of selection and participation was not flawless. 
Although teachers volunteered for this project, the reason they did so 
may have been because of the expected or perceived expected behaviors 
of this particular school. The teachers in this particular school were 
accustomed to receiving curriculum direction from the principal and they 
might have volunteered on that basis. It might be wise for future 
259 
researchers and/or facilitators of inservice programs to investigate 
the political and expected behaviors of the staff. 
Each of the four teachers in this particular study was unique in 
her ideas, expectations, and style of learning and teaching. The 
researcher had specific information she intended to impart but in order 
to do so effectively she had to meet the teacher's individual needs. 
People involved in implementing change need to remain aware that not 
everyone grows and changes in the same way or at the same rate. A 
teacher, like any other learner, needs to base new learning on what 
s/he already knows while unlearning and relearning at the same time. 
S/he needs to "reinvent the wheel," making the learning a personal, 
internalized process. This can best be done when options are presented, 
enabling the teacher to decide according to his/her own learning and 
teaching styles and when the teacher is given the time and space to 
practice without the presence of the facilitator. The model of 
inservice used in this study provided three days of inservice a week, 
leaving two days for assimilation. After four weeks of instruction, 
the teachers worked on their own for two weeks followed by two more 
weeks of instruction. 
Because people have different strengths, different needs, and dif¬ 
ferent learning styles, inservice education needs to have varied formats. 
Inservice held within the classrooms during the regular school day is 
one format which can produce effective results. The inservice con¬ 
ducted during this research study was effective because it involved 
real situations and real problems. This model of inservice changes the 
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role of the teacher, the students, and the facilitator. All of these 
groups become learners interacting, problem solving, and supporting 
each other; and all become teachers. The facilitator is no longer "the 
authority" who has all the "right" answers. The proof is in the pudding, 
so to speak, because the facilitator must define the theory s/he has 
professed to be true in actual situations instead of artificially designed 
ones. S/he places her/himself in a risk-taking situation attempting to 
solve the same problems the classroom teacher and students are attempting 
to solve. 
The facilitator needs to have certain attributes in order to pro¬ 
vide the supportive relationship which will enable the teachers to 
remain in control of their own learning. This researcher found that 
she needed to feel confident in the thoroughness of the subject matter 
and behaviors she was attempting to instill while remaining flexible 
enough to allow decision making by the teachers. She needed to keep in 
mind that although she was considered an authority she was also an 
invited guest in each classroom. There was no attempt on her part to 
draw the allegiance of the children from the teacher to her or to take 
credit when other teachers or parents commented favorably about the 
classroom's writing program. 
The writing process was an effective subject matter for this par¬ 
ticular inservice design because it is currently in the forefront of 
current research. Writing is not only a form of communication but 
extends the writer into thinking and solving problems. It is a way of 
organizing and even coming to understand one's thoughts. Researchers 
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are gathering their data by observing children and their process of 
learning. These findings support the contentions that have also been 
stated about teachers' learning. Children have valuable experiences; 
they need to be listened to; they need to have a voice in what and how 
they learn and be supported in their efforts. Teachers are asked to 
act as their own researchers, to observe children in the process of 
writing and to make changes in their teaching according to those 
observations. In the time of "teacher burn-out" teachers are responsive 
to this professional look at teaching and learning. 
This particular inservice design tested the efficacy of Joyce and 
Showers' contentions that theory, demonstrations, modeling, practice, 
and coaching for application are needed for effective transfer of 
knowledge from inservice programs to the classroom. 
Only one teacher in this particular study specifically stated that 
theory was important yet it is the researcher's contention that theory 
played a very important part in the whole process. The researcher sup¬ 
ported her ideas with the findings of recent research in two ways. One 
was done in conversation. Theorists were credited but not emphasized 
when the researcher presented new ideas. Probably more important yet 
less obvious, the researcher tried to place the theories she believed in 
within her own behavior, by modeling them. 
The researcher both modeled the theories and techniques she wanted 
to teach and at the same time explicitly explained her modeling. The 
strategy differs somewhat from the Joyce and Showers' procedure. This 
researcher believes that modeling without explanation of what is being 
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modeled can leave too much to chance. It is the researcher's assump¬ 
tion that people can observe another without being aware of some 
important elements or without understanding them. Observing behavior 
and all its nuances is a craft in itself. It seems unfair to expect 
those unfamiliar to an innovation to know what to look for. 
Demonstration was not used in isolation in this inservice model; 
it became united with modeling because it was performed in the class¬ 
room in front of the children and the teacher. The researcher con¬ 
tinuously had to be aware of what she was teaching because her demon¬ 
stration involved modeling. 
Time seemed to dictate the use of less feedback and more use of 
coaching for application. If feedback is to be used effectively, 
the observer needs time to assimilate what has happened and the subject 
needs time to become aware of the data. Both need time to discuss what 
type of feedback is most helpful and how it should be assessed. This 
planning time seldom seemed available. Most of the interaction between 
the researcher and teachers happened during the classtime therefore 
coaching for application was more expedient. Coaching for application 
provided the opportunity for the researcher to suggest various options 
and to provide a format for'the teacher to become involved with her own 
problem solving. Practice occurred within the context of the real 
situation so did not have to take place under simulated conditions. 
This enabled the teachers to deal with real problems, to risk and model 
risking in front of their students. 
In conclusion, the researcher contends that theory is important for 
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transfer of knowledge, that modeling and coaching for application 
are extremely important, that demonstrations and feedback have their 
place in some inservice models, but in this particular model practice 
by a simulation was not appropriate. Teachers seldom have the oppor¬ 
tunity to observe another teacher or to get feedback on their own 
techniques. Inservice programs carried on within the classroom provide 
both of these opportunities. 
Suggestions For Further Research 
This study, like most, resulted in many unanswered questions and 
suggests many directions one might take to conduct research on planning 
and implementing inservice programs. The following are suggestions for 
future research. 
1) Long-term Research. Studies of specific innovations over 
periods of one to two years are rare. There is great potential for 
obtaining new and important information about effective inservice by 
studying the introduction and implementation of an innovation over 
time. Within this suggestion, research on implementation might be 
carried out using the Levels of Use developed by the Research and 
Development Center for Teacher Education at the University of Texas 
at Austin (Hall, 1979). 
2) Larger and More Diverse Groups. Since this study focused on 
a writing program for elementary school teachers in a rural school, 
forming generalizations concerning the use of the model with other 
groups is difficult. Studies of this nature need to focus on urban and 
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suburban schools, middle and high school settings and various innova¬ 
tions in other curriculum areas as well. Total involvement of all 
school staff members would provide an additional variation. The involve¬ 
ment of parents in inservice programs also needs study. 
3) SoCQ. The value of the SoCQ as a valid predictor of probable 
success for facilitators' use could be explored further. It is possible 
that its use could lead to premature conclusions misleading a facilita¬ 
tor. Its value in this type of model could be researched further. 
4) Learning and Personality Style. Each teacher is unique in 
many ways, as is each classroom. More research on how teachers' 
learning styles affect their perception of and reception to inservice 
models could provide valuable information. 
5) Student Growth. This study did not gather any substantive data 
on student growth as a result of the inservice model. Further research 
could look at the means and amount of influence the model has upon the 
students involved. 
6) Principal's Role. Could a principal take on such a role as 
inservice facilitator? Is his/her administrative role antithetical 
to that needed in a model such as this? 
7) Facilitator's Style. Are there styles of facilitation which 
can be identified? Are some models better than others for certain 
schools, innovations, and staff? 
8) Facilitator Teams. The teaming of facilitators in inservice 
models is an area needing more research. In this model the researcher 
made decisions without consultation of colleagues. Would teams provide 
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more strength to this model? 
9) Evaluation of Facilitator's Role. Since the researcher in 
this study was also the facilitator, there was little opportunity to 
study her role in the process. Studies focusing on the facilitator 
would prove valuable. 
In conclusion, the place and time of inservice also need to be 
addressed. It must be made clear to administrators and facilitators 
of inservice that transfer of knowledge is best done when it is relevant 
to the actual teaching situation. Many times, this can best be done in 
the classroom during the regular school day. 
Joyce and Showers (1980) found five components necessary of 
inservice education in the transfer of knowledge to implementation in 
the classroom. This research project demonstrated that these five 
components could be effectively used within the classroom with teachers 
and students learning alongside each other. 
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APPENDIX A: 
SHARING CONFERENCE FORMS 
EDITING CHECKLIST 
COMPLETED WRITING FORM 
INTENTIONS FORM 
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SHARING FORM--SECOND GRADE 




What did the listener like about your piece? 
What questions did the listener have? 
What do you plan to do next? 
Spelling words to practice: 
SHARING FORM-FIFTH GRADE 
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Audience (Who will read this piece?): 
FIRST CONFERENCE 
What did the listener like about your piece? 
What questions did the listener have? 
SECOND CONFERENCE 
What did the listener like about your piece? 
What did the listener question? 
What do you plan to do next? 
This form needs to be attached to all revised drafts and presented at 
your student-teacher conference. 
EDITING CHECKLIST 
Mechanics Checklist 
I want to work on corrections in 








COMPLETED WRITING FORM 
Student's Name: 
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